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CURRENT TOPICS. 





Mr. Justioz Prarson, on motion day last week, intimated 
that solicitors intending to have motions brought on for hearing 
should take care to have in court a copy of the notice of motion 
for the use of the judge, besides the copy furnished to counsel. 





Mr. Justice Cutty has, since the commencement of the 
present sittings, been occupied with interlocutory matters, to the 
exclusion of actions waiting to be tried. We believe it is not 
likely that the learned judge will be able to take any but inter- 
locutory business until after next week. Meanwhile his cause list 
grows daily, and a transfer to another judge of some portion of it 
may be expected. 





Irzs sTATED that an action of qguare impedit has been com- 
menced against the Bishop of Manchester, in respect of his refusal 
to institute Mr. Cowa1L1t to the benefice of St. John’s, Miles 
Platting. It is an odd circumstance that the great case 
of quare impedit (Bishop of Exeter v. Marshall), which went 
to the House of Lords, turned upon the refusal to institute 
a presentee who had a certificate from the late Bishop of Man- 
chester. Under the Common Law Procedure Act, 1860, the Court 
of Common Pleas had exclusive cognizance of actions of guare 
impedit, and by the Judicature Act, 1873, they were assigned 
to the Common Pleas Division; but by the Order in Council of 
1880, abolishing that division, they were assigned to the Queen’s 
Bench Division. The questions to be tried in the action are (1) 
whether the patron had the right to present, and, if so, (2) 
whether he has presented a fit person. A plea founded on un- 
fitness must show an unfitness which the court can recognize as a 
disqualification. The truth of the plea is to be tried by a jury, if 
the cause of unfitness alleged is a crime ; but if it be error in doc- 
trine, or insufficiency of learning, the court will send a writ to 
the metropolitan, commanding him, in the Queen’s name, to try 
the question and to certify the result to the court (see the opinion 
of Mr. Justice Wittes in Bishop of Exeter vy. Marshall, L. R. 
3H. L., at p. 40). 





NEARLY A MONTH’s experience of the Remuneration Order 
has confirmed the apprehensions we have repeatedly expressed. 
Speaking from the information which has reached us from various 
quarters, we think the practical result of the trial has been to show 
that, as regards the smaller conveyancing transactions within the 
seope of the scale, it affords wholly inadequate remuneration. 
Opinions differ somewhat as to the point at which (apart from con- 
duct and negotiating fees) it affords fair remuneration, but we do 
not think that a correspondent was far wrong in fixing it at about 
£3,000. As regards the great body of the profession, transactions 
under this amount constitute by far the greatest part of conveyanc- 
ing work ; hence it follows that, unless some mode can be suggested 
whereby the negotiating fee and the fee for c i by 
earned by solicitors, their remuneration, in a large 
tiiss of conveyancing transactions, will be permanently reduced. 
The suggestion of our correspondent that, since the Order allows 
payment to valuers, an auctioneer who is also a valuer may be paid a 
reasonable fee for a report, appears to afford a hint of a means of 
obtaining fair remuneration both for the auctioneer and the 
solicitor on sales by auction ; but what is to be done as to sales 
by private contract? This is the point which needs most con- 
sideration, and it is to be hoped that the Council of the Incor- 





porated Society will be prepared to offer some suggestions 
upon it. 





WE DREW ATTENTION a short time ago to the unnecessarily 
complicated rule (45 & 46 Vict. c. 61, s. 14) as to the payment 
of bills of exchange when payment falls upon a non-business day. 
This has been well exemplified in a question set in the last final 
examination. The question asked was, When would two bills of 
exchange, drawn on the 16th and 17th of December, 1882, at six 
days each, respectively become payable? In the case of a bill 
drawn on the 16th of December, at six days, the day of payment in 
the ordinary course would fall on the 25th of December, but, as this 
was Christmas Day, it would be payable on the previous day. 
Christmas Day, however, fell on a Monday, and the previous day 
was Sunday, also a non-business day, so that this bill became 
payable on Saturday, the 23rd of December. In the case of the 
second bill, drawn on the 17th of December, the day for payment 
would fall upon the 26th of December, but this was a bank holiday ; 
accordingly, the bill would become payable on the following day, 
the 27th of December. Hence a bill drawn at six days on the 16th 
was payable on the 23rd, and a similar bill drawn on the 17th 
was payable on the 27th. It would be far better, as we have 
observed before, that there should be one rule in such cases, and 
that all bills should be payable either before or after the date on 
which they become due. 


a 





Tue Bitts oF Sate Act, 1882, s. 7, says that “ 
chattels assigned under a bill of sale shall not be liable to be 
seized or taken possession of by the grantee for any other than 
the following causes,” one of which is, when the grantor makes 
“default in payment of the sum or sums of money thereby 
secured at the time therein provided for payment.” By 
section 9 all bills of sale are to be “in accordance with” the 
form given in the schedule to the Act, and in that form provision 
is made for payment by instalments on certain fixed days, or, 
says a parenthesis, ‘‘ whatever else may be the stipulated times or 
time of payment.” Does this admit of an agreement on the 
part of the grantor to pay the grantee ‘‘on demand and until 
demand ” by certaia fixed instalments? Would such a deviation 
be sufficiently “ in accordance with” the prescribed form of bill? 
Both section 7 and the parenthesis in the “ form of bill” contem- 
plate a single point of time when the whole sum may be payable ; 
but it is doubtful whether so indefinite a period as “on demand ” 
would be a sufficient compliance with the form of bill given in the 
Act. As it has been the custom in many parts of England, 
especially in the north, to frame bills of sale as payable “on 
demand and until demand, &c.,” it is probable that the point will 
come before the courts before long for settlement. The im 
ance of it can in one way hardly be overestimated, fer if it 
should prove (which, however, we think unlikely) that such a 
deviation from “the form of bill” given in the Act is admissible, 
then the whole restraining effect of section 7 of the Bills of Sale 
Act, 1882, will be done away with, for it is obvious that every- 
one would resort to this method of escaping from the restrictions 
on seizure enacted by that section. 





Tue Covrt or Appzat last Saturday reversed Vice-Chancellor 
Bacon’s decision in In re Speight, which occasioned so much 
consternation when it was delivered last year. The facts were 
briefly these :—A trustee, having power to invest in the securities 
of any corporation, resolved, with the assent of the beneficiaries, 
to invest £15,000 of the trust funds on the security of the loans 
or debenture stock of the Leeds, Stockton, and Huddersfield Cor- 
porations. The money might have been lent to the corporations, 
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if be handed to him ? 
| tion does not seem to have been noticed in the judgments. 
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or the debenture stock might have been purchased from them, 
directly without the intervention of a broker. It was not denied 
that the trustee, who lived in the neighbourhood, was acquainted 
with the circumstances connected with these corporation securities. 
The trustee, however, instructed a broker in good repute to 
effect the investment. This broker, a few days afterwards, pre- 
sented to the trustee a bought-note purporting to be a contract for 
the purchase of three several sums respectively of Leeds, Hud- 
dersfield, and Halifax Corporation Debenture Stock. This document 
was irregular in many ways ; no account day was fixed; no com- 
mission was charged (which, as the Vice-Chancellor thought, 
showed that the contract had been entered into, not in the market, 
but with the corporations themselves, who, in such cases, paid the 
commission themselves); and there were no such securities as 
Halifax and Huddersfield Debenture Stock. The trustee, however, 
on the same day, gave the broker cheques payable to him for the 
£15,000 odd stated in the bought-note as being the sum due. 
This was on the’24th of February, but the trustee did not get any 
debenture or other security or any receipt in return for his 
money. He often asked the broker for such security, but was put 
off by various excuses until the 28th of March, when the broker 
filed a liquidation petition and then absconded. No part of the 
£15,000 was ever recovered. Under these circumstances Vice-Chan- 
cellor Bacon held that the trustee was personally responsible for 
the £15,000. One main ground of his decision was that the irregular 
form of bought-note gave the trustee clear information that the 
purchase-money was to go to the corporations; and this being so, he 
thought that any prudent man would have drawn cheques payable 
to the officers of the corporations instead of to the brokers. On 
this point the Court of Appeal came to a different conclusion. 
They held that the irregularities in the bought-note, though 
sufficient to attract the attention of experts, were not likely to 
excite the suspicion of an ordinarily prudent man not an expert in 
such matters. This being so, they held that the case was within 
the principle of Ex parte Belchier (Ambl. 219), that a trustee, 
who, acting in the usual method of business, employs a broker 
in good credit, is not liable for the failure of the broker. But 
what about the neglect of the trustee to require the debentures to 
So far as appears from the reports, this ques- 





WE HAVE orreN had occasion to wonder when it will come to 
pass that people who do not themselves know exactly what they 
mean will give up the vain attempt to make other people know. 
No Act of Parliament in modern times has given more frequent 
oceasion for this turn of speculation than the recent Married 
Women’s Property Act, which is conspicuous for its demerits 
even in this age of bungling legislation. If ever an Act 
needed to be free from ambiguity in every detail it is an Act 
like this, which closely touches all the concerns of daily life, 
and cannot possibly be confined to those technical matters which 
are practically left in the hands of the lawyers. But we are 
acquainted with few Acts which raise so many questions, some 
of which are intrinsically so grave as to require judicial decision, 
while many others, though they might not cause an experienced 
lawyer to feel serious doubt, are sufficiently uncertain to make people 
feel, with some reason, uneasy if they are obliged to act on their own 
opinion. A letter from a correspondent, which will be found 
elsewhere, raises a question which seems, on the whole, to come 
under the latter head. He asks whether a married woman can 
open a current account at a bank, in respect of her statutory 
separate estate, independently of her husband, and whether a 
banker may safely deal with her upon that footing. He points 
out that the language of the Act, when dealing with similar topics, 
seems ill adapted to include the opening of current accounts. We 
think, for our part, that the power so to open a current account 
is inherent in the nature of sepaPATE Galata, whether under the Act 
or effectéd by means of the old-fashioned separate use ; though 
our Correspondent might reply that the Act has done everything 
in its er to make this uncertain. We ourselves, some time 
46° irew attention to the absurd shilly-shally language of section 

, which looks as though its authors had been in perpetual fear 
of somehow committing themselves, without knowing in what 
direction the apprehended dangers were to be looked for. That 


section (sub-section 1) enacts that a married woman shall, in 
accordance with the provisions of this Act, be capable of acquir- 
ing, &c., property, as if she were a feme sole, and so forth. If 
the words in italics have any particular meaning (which we do not 
suppose that they have) they would seem to limit the extent of 
the separate use to such subjects and purposes as are explicitly 
set forth in the “ provisions of this Act,” and, therefore, to lend 
colour to what seems to have been our correspondent’s Goubt, 
whether the separate use has any application to current accounts 
kept with bankers. If the separate use does not apply to such 
cases, the banker who should pay out money upon the sole 
cheque of the wife might, as our correspondent suggests, incur 
liability. But this contention, if it were set up, would seem to 
imply that the mere act of paying money, admitted to be the 
wife’s statutory separate estate, into the hands of a banker, would 
ipso facto destroy the separate use and cause the husband’s 
marital right (which, be it observed, the Act does not explicitly 
destroy) to attach. We conceive that such a contention could 


not be supported. 





IN LAST WEEK’s IssvE of the WeEKLY Reporter there will 
be found a case (Rigby vy. Bennett) which illustrates, in a way 
that is worthy of attention, the ease with which questions touch- 
ing the right to support may arise with regard to newly-built 
houses, and the case, perhaps, affords also some illustration of the 
uncertainty of the grounds upon which such questions are decided. 
In 1868 the Corporation of Liverpool appear, in pursuance of a 
somewhat extensive building scheme, to have divided some land 
into building plots, one of which was sold to the plaintiff. He 
was bound to build upon it in accordance with plans to be 
approved by the corporation; and he submitted to them plans 
which showed a proposed foundation going to the depth of 
10ft. 9in. These plans were approved; but the plaintiff found 
that foundations of the proposed depth would bring him down to an 
awkward bed of sand, through which it would be necessary to 
penetrate; and he chose rather to stop short at the depth of 
8ft. 3in., and to supplement this somewhat shallow foundation 
by the use of certain projections or stays, termed “ footings.” 
The building proceeded upon this plan, with the full know- 
ledge of the surveyor to the corporation, who raised no ob- 
jection. Afterwards, an adjacent plot was sold to the defendant, 
who, for his part, rather chose to penetrate through the bed of 
sand than to build upon it. In acting upon this not in itself un- 
laudable resolution, his operations caused serious jeopardy to the 
plaintiff's house, which required to be underpinned at very con- 
siderable expense ; and the question at issue in the action was, in 
effect, who should be held responsible for the damage done, and 
pay the costs of the necessary underpinning? This question 
was decided in the plaintiff’s favour both by the Vice-Chancellor of 
the County Palatine of Lancaster, and by the Court of Appeal. The 


forbidyE Eraniar— Wi daragare sree his own zen that 1 the gor 
Fation, when they sold the plaintiff his plot of ground expressly for 
ui'ding, bound (motte = implication cae him Faaonable 
Eo per in respect of the adjacent lands retained by them; 
that they could not complain of the way in which the plaintiff's 
house was built, inasmuch as they had raised no objection to his 
proceedings, though they had full knowledge of them; and that 
the defendant, who subsequently acquired the adjacent land from 
them, was in no better position than his vendors. We have, cer- 
tiinly, nothing to say against any of these principles; nor do we 
know that we have anything to say against the decision. Yet we 
cannot help feeling some doubt whether, if the decision had gone 
the other way, we should have had anything to say against it, In 
other words, these questions seem to turn upon uncertain considera- 
tions, and the solution of them often cannot be foreseen, 

judges laid great stress upon what they said was the fact, that 
their decision did not prevent the corporation, or purchasers from 
them, from using the adjacent land as building land in a reason- 
able way. This is quite true, in a certain sense. But it seems to 
imply that the adjacent owners, if they wished to escape actions 
for damages, were practically restricted to building their houses 
with a foundation only of 8ft. 3in., or thereabouts, imme- 





diately above “‘a bed fof shifting sand,” compelling the some- 


court held, in accordance with the well-known principle, which, 
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what alarming aid of “ footings” to their foundations. We can | seem clear that « part of an instrument may be material for this 


quite understand the reluctance of the neighbouring owners to 
build in this way, if they intended to inhabit the houses as well 
to build them; and it is possible that, before the event of the 
trial, they may have thought such a restriction of their building 

wers less “ reasonable” than the Court of Appeal seem to have 
thought it. It is unnecessary to consider what would have been 
the rights of the parties, if the purchases had been made at the 
same time. 








ALTERATION OF THE MARGINAL 
oc gaa IN A NEGOTIABLE INSTRU- 
MENT. 


Tue January number of the Law Reports contains a somewhat 
important and interesting decision of Bowen, L.J., with regard 
to the law of bills of exchange. The case to which we refer is 
Garrard vy. Lewis (L. R. 10 Q. B. D. 30). The facts of the case 
were these. The defendant signed an acceptance, the amount in 
the body of which was then left in blank, but in the margin of 
which were the figures £14 Os. 6d., that being the sum for which 
the defendant desired to accept. He then handed the acceptance 
to the drawer, who subsequently filled in the blank in the body of 
the bill for £164 0s. 6d., and fraudulently altered the figures in 
the margin to that sum, but so, however, that there was no appear- 
ance of their having been altered. The question was whether the 
acceptor was liable to bon4 jide indorsees for value without 
notice of the alteration, for the larger amount. It was held that 
he was, and we think the conclusion right, though we doubt 
whether the learned Lord Justice might not have put his decision 
on somewhat narrower grounds than he did, and whether all the 
propositions that he laid down can, until the subject has been 
further discussed, be considered to be conclusively established. 

The way the case seems to have been put for the defendant was 
that there had been an alteration of the bill in a material point after 
its issue, rendering the instrument void. It was argued that the 
document when it left the hands of the acceptor was a complete 
instrument so far as amount was concerned, and not an acceptance 
in blank, and that it might have been sued on for the amount in 
the margin without any amount in the body, and, if so, the holder 
could no more recover than he could recover in a case where the 
person intrusted with a completed bill had taken out the letters 
and figures with chemicals and inserted a larger amount. It is, 
however, well-settled law that, when a man signs an acceptance 
in blank, as against bond fide holders he cannot contend that he 
did not authorize the person to whom he intrusts such accept- 
ance to fill it up with any amount for which he may have filled 
itup. It was therefore contended for the plaintiffs that the 
instrument in question when it left the hands of the acceptor was 
an acceptance in blank, and, if so, this rule would apply. 

The Lord Justice, in giving judgment, discussed at some 
length the effect and function of the figures in the margin of a 
bill. The most ancient authorities appear to treat them rather as 
a mere index or note of the contents than as forming an operative 
ody of the instrument. It seems to have been laid down as the 

w in text-books of high authority that, if the sum in figures in 
the margin differs from the sum in words in the body of the in- 
strument, the figures must be disregarded and the words will be 
deemed to be the sum. This is, no doubt, true for many purposes. 
But it may be noticed that in the case of Sawnderson v. Piper (5 
Bing. N. C, 425), which is the decision referred to in support of 
the proposition, the sum in the body was smaller than that in 
the margin, and it seems clear enough that in that case 
the acceptor who accepts a bill so drawn must be liable 
for at least the sum in the body, and this hardly seems to 
conclude the question whether, when the sum in the body 
is larger than that in the margin, the taker of the bill is en- 
titled for all purposes to disregard the marginal figures. And 
it should be noticed that the question whether the figures are a 
material part of the bill for the purpose of the doctrine that 
alteration of a written instrument in a material particular after 
issue avoids it, does not seem to depend on the question whether 
such figures are an operative part of the instrument. It would 





purpose, though not an operative part of the instrument. 

It does not, however, seem to us that the question involved 
Garrard v. Lewis was really one of alteration 
ground for the decision appears to us to be that of 
estoppel ; that the acceptor having left the drawer to 
the incomplete instrument by the insertion of the amount, 
alteration of the figures and insertion of the words stating 
amount must therefore be regarded as within the authority i 
favour of a bund fide holder without notice of the alteration. 
far we think it clear that the decision was right. We cannot 
how it could be held that the figures are immaterial for 
purpose of the doctrine of avoidance by alteration, for, in 
v. Bank of England (L. R. 9 Q. B. D. 555), the number 
of a bank-note was held material for the purpose of this 
doctrine. And surely the materiality of the number of a bank- 
note is, so to 
indicating the sum of a bill. The question as to the materiality 
of the figures is not, perhaps, of very great importance, because, 
in the ordinary case of acceptances filled up when issued, it is not 
very likely that anyone would attempt to defraud by alteration of 
these figures to a larger amount, leaving the amount in the body 
unaltered. The chances of such an attempt succeeding would be 
so doubtful that it probably would not occur, but the principle of 
the thing is material in considering the grounds of the decision in 
Garrard v. Lewis. If the holder of a complete bill of exehange 
did alter the figures to a larger amount without altering the body, 
would the instrument be vitiated? We cannot see how, con- 
sistently with Suffell v. Bank of England, it could be held to the 
contrary. But we cannot really see how the question in Garrard 
v. Lewis can be one of alteration ; it must, as it seems to us, be a 
question of the presumption or not of authority to fill im the bill 
for the amount sued for. If the authority is to be 
can be no question of alteration, as it seems to us. It is as if, 
before the bill was indorsed, the drawer, by express direction of 
the acceptor, altered both body and margin of the bill. On the 
other hand, if the authority is not to be , there is no 
need to resort to the doctrine of alteration. It seems to us that 
the bill is not issued, for the purpose of this doctrine, as long as 
it continues in the hands of the agent to whom it has been con- 
fided in an incomplete state. 

Some of the propositions laid down by the learned Lord Justice 
in the latter part of his judgment appear to us more doubtful 
thaa the actual decision. Having cited the authorities which 
tend to show that the figures in the margin do not form an opera- 
tive part of the instrument, he seems to deduce the conclusion 
that the acceptance was an acceptance absolutely in blank, with 
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the necessary incidents of such an acce viz., that authority 
must be presumed in favour of the bond fide holder for value to 
fill in any amount. He takes then the case of the marginal 
figures remaining unaltered, the body being filled up for a larger 
sum—and says that in that case the bond Ade holder might pre- 
sume that the acceptor had changed his mind and authorized the 
drawer to insert the larger sum in the body. If this be so, though 


e 


the amount in the margin was £5, the body might be filled in 
a million, and the holder would be entitled to disregard the 
and presume that the acceptor authorized the insertion 
larger sum, surely rather a violent presumption. Having 
this length, the deduction is easy that, even if the marginal fig 
are palpably altered, the holder would have a right to 
that they were altered by authority. That is an tort 
Then, of course, the case where the indorsee cannot 
there is any alteration, there being no sign of it, is 
an @ fortiori case. 

It does not seem to us, however, to be quite 
matter of business and common sense, that, in 
palpable alteration of the figures in the margin, 
should do otherwise than take the bill at his peril in 
its being shown that there was no authority to fill up : 
a greater amount than that originally indicated by the 
figures. There would, in such a case, be a manifest i 


ih 


ri 
Ef 


8 
te 
effet 


i 


on the face of the bill. In the case of a ue which i 

such an alteration uninitialled, we doubt w: any bank would 
cash it. It seems to us , for the of deciding 
Garrard y. Lewis, to construct a formula which would inchade 
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this case. ' The question involved is, to our mind, as we have said, 
one of authority; not of actual authority, but of what one may 
describe as authority by estoppel. The question of authority by 
estoppel necessarily involves considerations of the conduct of both 
parties. It is a question what one party was entitled to presume 
as against the other. If a man signs an acceptance, leaving the 
amount in the body in blank, it may well be that when there is no 
appearance of any alteration in the marginal figures, the authority 
to be presumed in favour of a bond jide holder is to fill up the 
bill for the amount appearing both in the body and the margin. 
As we have said before, it seems to us that when the conclusion 
is once arrived at that the authority is to be presumed, no question 
as to vitiation by alteration can arise. But we do not feel clear, 
nor do we see that it was necessary to decide, that, in the case of 
a palpable alteration, the authority may be presumed by the 
indorsee. It may be that it ought to be, and we are very far 
from venturing to pronounce the learned Lord Justice to be wrong 
in this respect ; but it seems to us that this point, if ever it should 
arise, is worthy of further consideration, and was not necessarily 
involved in Garrard v. Lewis. 








POST-DATED CHEQUES. 
Tue Bills of Exchange Act, 1882, has brought prominently before 


the public the fact that post-dated cheques are not invalid. 
Prior to 1870 post-dated cheques pay: able to bearer on demand 
were illegal under“55_Geo. 3, c. 184, s. 12, which subjected all 
persons eolag th such to a penalty of £100; but, by the Stamp 
Act (83 & 3¥ Vict.c. 97), the former enactment was repealed. 
The impressicn, however, that post-dated cheques are illegal has 
remained, but now that business men are making themselves 
acquainted with the new Bills of Exchange Act, the validity of 
post-dated cheques is becoming widely known, and inquiries are 
being made as to whether such cheques should be treated as 
ordinary cheques and paid into a bank forthwith, or retained 
until they have, so to speak, matured. As post-dated cheques are, 
for many reasons, naturally favourites with the public, they are 
likely to become very common, and, under these circumstances, 
we deem it advisable to say a few words as to the law relating to 
such instruments. 

As far as the Bills of Exchange Act, 1882, is concerned, it is 
clear that post-dated cheques are not illegal. Section 13, sub-sec- 
tion 2, of the Act states that, “a bill [eptended to cheques by 
section 73 ] is not invalid by reason only that it is ante-dated or post- 
dated.” But beyond thus baldly stating that such instruments are 
not invalid, the Act gives us little further assistance. Consider- 
ing that the Act confessedly undertakes to codify the law relating 
to cheques, it can hardly be regarded, in making this meagre 
statement, as fulfilling its promise. The validity of post-dated 
cheques in reality turns upon the Stamp Act, 1870, the operation 
of which is preserved by section 97 of the Bills of Exchange Act, 
Under the Stamp Act (33 & 34 Vict. c. 97), s. 17, a document 
improperly stamped is not receivable in evidence, and, by section 
54, the holder of an unduly stamped bill of exchange cannot 
recoyer upon it. By section 48 of the same Acta bill of exchange 
includes a eheque, and, by the schedule of the Act, a bill of 
exchange, not payable on demand, is subject to an ad valorem 
duty if given for more than £5. Here, then, in the first place, 
is a broad distinction drawn between bills payable “on demand ” 
and bills not so peyable. In which category is a post-dated 
cheque to be placed? Can it, though post-dated, be still regarded 
as payable on demand? In the case of Forster v. Mackreth 
(15 W. R. 747, L. R. 2 Ex. 163), the court expressed themselves 
unable to see any distinction between a post-dated cheque and 
a bill of exchange payable at so many days’ date—in other words 
“not on demand,” and most people would probably be disposed 
to agree with them, Lut, in the more recent case of Bull vy. 
O Sullivan (L. R. 6 Q. B. 209) the court considered that the 
opinions expressed in Forster vy. Mackreth did not turn upon th 


Stamp Act, and held that a post-dated cheque was available in th 


hands of a person who took it with a knowledge that it was post- 
dated; and this has been confirmed by the decision in Gatty y. 
Fy (25 W. R. 305, L. R. 2 Ex. D. 266.) 





Such cheques, therefore, may be taken and dealt with in the 
ordinary course of business, but then arises the question, When 
should a post-dated cheque be presented to the banker on whom 
it is drawn for payment? If presented on or after the date 
which it hears, the bank is bound to honour it in due course, as 
appears by the decision in Emmanuel v. Roberts (9 B. & 8, 
121). In that case a cheque had been presented for payment in 
the City of London before the date which it bore, and it was 
proved that there was a custom in the City to mark such a cheque 
on presentation “ post-dated,” and to refuse payment of it both 
then and at any time thereafter when it might be again presented. 
There remains the question, What course should banks not situate 
in the City adopt when post-dated cheques are presented for pay- 
ment before the date they bear? In Watson v. Poulson (15 Jur. 
1111) Parke, B., said that if a banker paid a cheque (post-dated) 
without knowing of the false date, the payment was guod, but he 
meaut good under the Stamp. Acts, and not that the banker might 
not render himself liable to the drawer. In the case of Da Silva 
v. Fuller (not reported, but mentioned in Morley v. Qulverwell, 
7 M. & W. 178) it was held that a banker who pays a cheque 
before it is due is liable for any consequences that may ensue. It 
would, therefore, appear that a banker runs some risk who pays a 
post-dated cheque before the date it bears. ~~ - 

“There is, however, one other point which we have to consider, 
and that is the definition of a cheque given in the new Bills of 
Exchange Act. Previous to the Bills of Exchange Act, 1882, 
cheques were only defined in the text-books as bills of exchange 
drawn on a banker payable on demand, but now under this Act, 
section 73, this definition has been adopted and expressly 
enacted. Is this explicit definition of a cheque to be taken 
strictly or not? Are these documents truly payable on demand, or 
are they when post-dated only payable when presented on or after 
the date which they bear? Section 11 of the Act defines a bill 
not payable on demand as a bill payable at a fixed period after 
date, and a cheque which is post-dated can hardly be regarded 
as falling under any other definition. It can scarcely be regarded 
as payable both at “a determinable future date” (section 11), 
and also “on demand.” It must fall under either the one defini- 
tion or the other. On the whole, we are inclined to think that the 
definition of a cheque newly adopted by the Legislature makes 
no difference as to the time of payment of a post-dated cheque, 
and that it still retains its anomalous position of being neither a 
cheque payable on demand nor a bill at so many days’ date. 

In conclusion, we cannot but regret that, in spite of the codifica- 
tion of the law relating to cheques, it should still be necessary to 
dig out from the reports the law bearing upon many branches of 
this subject. Moreover, we are inclined to think that it would 
have been a wise thing to have practically abolished post-dated 
cheques by making them payable on presentation—really payable 
“on demand ’’—without regard to the date they may bear. 











“A City Solicitor” writes to the Times :—‘' Unfortunately delay does not 
arise in one office, or set of offices, alone—as, for instance, in the Examiner's ~ 
Office, After some delay an appointment was ob'ained for the 19th of 
December last for the purpose of examining a witness upon his affidavit, and, 
as the examinat‘on could not then be completed, application was made for 
another appointment, and the earliest one for the length of time that would te 
required that could be had was the 13th of March. Surely it could not b3 
here said that this was the fault of the solicitor. Here, again, the system is 
at fault ; for the examiner has to take every answer of a witness down in his 
own handwriting, in extenso, ins'ead of haviog a shorthand writer to assist 
bim, as I maintain should be the cage, and if such writer were employed thera 
is no doubt the examiner could get through the work in one-third of the time 
and with far more s:tisfacti»n to all parties concerned.” 

No reverential feeling for the old law courts at Westmi:ster, says the Daily 
News, and the past which they have played in histury, induced any one to bil 
what are called ‘fancy prices’’ for any of the things at the first day’s sale. 
Tous the judicial Lerch in the Admiralty Court, consisting of the cov 
sea's and panelled divisions, the writing-table covered with baize, the hatch: 
gates, iron railing, partitioning and raised platforms.under the seats, wat 
knocked down for five guineas. O her relics produced correspoudingly trifling 
amourts. The materinls altogether are stated to consist cf more than one 
million of s.und bricks, about eighty tons of lead, 400 squeres of floor boards, 
oak livings, partitioning, wainscoting, s»ating, doors, rashis, skylights, 
chisney-p'eces, York and Puitland paving, staircases, coping, stoves, gas- 
fittings, and various other articles. The entire proceeds of the two days’ sale 
realized about £2,450, exclusive of the shell of the building itself, comprising 
the stone and brick work which had been previously sold by private contract, 
81d which, it is understood, will be re-erected in Battersea-park. 
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CORRESPONDENCE. 


IS A TRANSFER OF PROPERTY, VOIDABLE AS A FRAUDU- 
LENT PREFERENCE, AN ACT OF BANKRUPTCY ? 


[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal.] 


Sir,—A question of some interest in bankruptcy law has of late been 
raised, apparently in consequence of some observations of Lord Justice 
James, in the case of Ex parte Stubbins (29 W. R. 653, L. R. 17 Uh. D. 
58), as to whether a transfer of property, voidable as a fraudulent prefer- 
ence, is an act of bankruptcy. About this, however, there would seem 
to be no reasonable doubt. An assignment of property for the purpose 
of preferring a particular creditor by a person in a hopeless state of insol- 
vency, if made by deed, war, under the earlier bankrupt laws, in 
numerous cases held to be an act of bankruptcy (see Harman v. Fisher, 
Cowp. 123—125; Lenton v. Bartlett, cited Ibid.; Devon v. Watts, Doug. 
85). Under the Bankruptcy Act, 1869, a deed is no longer necessary to 
make a transfer of property an act of bankruptcy. And there does not 
appear to be anything in that Act to make a fraudulent preference, by 
way of a disposition of property, lees an act of bankruptcy than it was 
under the former statutes. Onthe contrary, Lord Cairns, in Ex parte 
Villars (22 W. R. 603, L. R. 9 Ch. 442-3), treats an assignment of prop- 
erty by way of fraudulent preference as clearly within the 6th section of 
the Act, sub-section 2, and an act of bankruptcy. An opinion to the 
same effect was expressed by Lord Justice Mellish in Hx parte 
Halliday (21 W. R. 348, L. R. 8 Ch. 288), And Mr. Justice Lindley, in 
his treatise on the Law of Partnorship, has adopted the same view (see 
4th ed., p. 1090). It is perhaps doubtful whether Lord Justice James, 
in Ea parte Stubbins, intended to lay down a different doctrine. But if 
he did, it may well be doubted whether, having regard to the authorities 
above referred to, his view of the matter was correct. Neither does it 
appear to have been necessary to. decide the point for the purpose of the 
decision in Ex parte Stubbins. R. 

Liocoln’s-inn, January 20. 





ACKNOWLEDGMENTS BY MARRIED WOMEN. 
[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal.} 


Sir,—I wish to make a few observations on the letter of “‘ An Old Per- 
petual Commissioner ” in your number of December 30, p. 130. 

It seems to me that the words, “in the same manner as if she was a 
Seme sole,” in section 1 of the Married Women’s Property Act, 1882, dis- 
pose of the first point raised in the letter. A feme sole has always dis- 
posed of property by an unacknowledged deed; therefore, a married 
woman who disposes of property “‘as if she were a feme sole” must also 
do so by a deed not acknowledged. 

Acknowledgments are, however, by no _means.abetished. They will 
still be required in the case of dealings by women married before the 
60! cement of the Act with property whitch belonged to them before 
its com . 

Thep, as to the mode of taking acknowledgments in future, it appears 
to me that ce will not in futiré be required. Section 7, sub- 
section 7, of the Conveyancing Act, 188%, certainly speaks of certificates 
lodged before or after the commencement of the Act; but, on looking at 
sub-section 6, I think we see that these words “ or after” must refer to 
certificates relating to deeds executed before the commencement of the 
Act. Your former correspondent appears to thiuk that, if this was what 
was meant, the provisions of sub-section 6 would have been alone suffi- 









- cient; but I think sub-section 7 was inserted for the following reason :— 


‘Lhe sections (87 and@ 88) of the Fines aud Recoveries Act, which related 
to keeping an index and giving copies of entries, are repealed; but the 
index may still evidently be of use as regards deeds acknowledged under 
the old practice, and, therefore, by sub-section 7, it is required to be 
“continued to be kept,” and by sub-section 8 copies of entries are to be 
given. I do not say that sub-section 6 might not have sufficed for this, 
but sub-sections 7 and 8 make the matter clearer, and I think were in- 
serted for no other purpose. C. 





A CAUTION, 
[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal.) 


Sir,—It may be interesting to your readers to be put in possession of 
the particulars of a species of fraud which was unsuccessfully tried upon 
— last week, and which may, for aught I know, be just coming into 

on. 

On Wednesday last a respectable-looking man, announcing himself as 
“Mr. William King, of 14, Albion-terrace, Ramsgate,” called at my 
offices, and, saying that he had been advised to consult me by-a Mr. 
Clarke, of Ramegate, proceeded to give details of salvage services rendered 
by himself and crew on the previous Friday to a vessel in distress on the 
Goodwin Sands, My would-be client gave the names and descriptions of 


« his own vessel and crew, the name, registered tonnage, and rig of the 





) 


vessel sulved, the name and residence of her owner, and the quality and 
value of her cargo. He further stated that he had had a certain offer 
from her captain which he had refused, and that the vessel was at that 
moment in his custody in Deptford Dock. 

Then Mr. King wanted six shillings to pay his fare back to Ramsgate. 
When this accommodation was politely declined, he, in the kindest 
manner, commended my caution, and promised to call in a few days to 
see how I was progressing with his case. 

By the kindness of a legal friend I have since discovered that Mr. 
William King, of 14, Albion-terrace, Ramsgate, is, by that name, a 
mythical personage ; by the agency of the Post-office it has been revealed 
to me that the owner of the rescued vessel enjoys a similar shadowy 
existence ; and the combination of these circumstances has convinced me 
that it is my duty to warn others against the good offices of the imagina- 
tive being who called upon me last Wednesday. The character is ex- 
cellently played, and it is not all unlikely that in some cases the trick has 
succeeded. 

But if you, Sir, will kindly publish this letter, there need be no further 
victims. A Lonpon Sonicrror. 

January 22. 





LIABILITY OF DIRECTORS. 
[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal.) 


Sir,—The attention of solicitors, promoters, and. directors will, no 
doubt, be attracted with intense interest, not unmingled with surprise, to 
the case in the Queen’s Bench Division before Mr. Baron Pollock of The 
Auvergne Bitumen Company v. Churchward and others, reported at 
some length in the Times of the 20th and 22nd insts. It is a startling 
judgment, and, if appealed from and thereon upheld, it is impossible to 
foresee its total result. On the first blush one of the direct conse- 
quences must be to deter any nobleman or gentleman from consenting to 
be a director of any joint stock company. For the genus it 
simply means extinction; for it undermines “the of 


their remuneration, which is buying in a cheap market from indivi- 
CaaS to SEINE Ta a dear one to companies. 

e suit was instituted on behalf of the shareholders in a company 
which had failed to recover for them certain large sums of money received 
by the promoters and directors on a sale by them to the company at a 
large price—£120,000—of property in wines, really purchased, as 
alleged, for £6,400, and then professedly sold to intermediate parties for 
£60,000, and lastly resold to the company for £120,000, of which it was 
said that £30,900 had been received by the directors. There had been 
only about 4,700 £10 shares taken and about £39,000 paid. This was not 
sufficient to pay half the purchase-money of the mines, and, of course, 
the company collapsed, having no assets except the mines, which were 
resold for about £6,400, the original price, diminished by expenses to 
about one-half, and this was all that remained for the shareholders. Some 
of the defendants compromised for £2,350, but the executors of the 
deceased chairman could not compromise, and a decree was directed against 
them. 

The learned judge said that “ the ground of the claim was not personal 
receipt of money by the deceased director to his own personal profit, but 
his liability for a breach of trust, committed by a body of persons of 
whom he was one, and to whose conduct he was privy. This breach of 
trust entailed a joint and several liability on the directors—that is, each 
of them was liable for the whole; and he, therefore, must direct a 
decree against the executors of the deceased chairman for the amount 
proved to have been received by the directors, £30,900, less the sums 
received from the other defendants, who had compromised for £2,350-- 
that is, £28,550—and his lordship decreed accordingly.” 

Running the risks which this case discloses, where shall directors in 
the future, even upon the highest scale of fees, be found willing to face 
them for themselves or their heirs? The living directors escape 
for £2,350, while the penalty of £28,550 is visited on the executors of the 
deceased chairman; and, through them, becomes an appalling heirloom 
to his family. This may be excellent law, but I crave to submit that it 
seems like a mockery of substantial justice. x. Y. Z. 





THE CONVEYANCING ACT, 1882. 
[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal.| 

Sir,—It is provided by this Act, section 7 sub-section (3), thata 
acknowledged before or after the commencement of the Act shall not 
invalid, by reason only that the judge or other person before whom 
acknowledgment was made, was interested or concerned in the 
action giving occasion for the acknowledgment; and it is enacted by the 
same section, sub-section (5), that this provision applies only to the 
execution of deeds by married women after the commencement of the Act. 
It would be interesting to know how the framers of the Act came to con- 
ceive that the provision could be inapplicable to a given deed, 
applicable to the acknowledgment of the same deed. In other words, 
is the deed to be cured by sub-section (3), and at the same time to be 
rendered incurable by sub-section (5) ? 

Old-square, January 24, rs A. B 


Fett 
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MARRIED WOMEN’S PROPERTY ACT, 1882. 
[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal.) 


Sir,—Can you refer me to any authority upon the question whether a 
married woman has now the right to open a “current” account in her 
own name at a bank without the sanction of her husband ? 

The words throughout the Act are “ deposit” or “investment” of the 
like nature, and though, no doubt, the Act meant to give the liberty, it 
does not appear to me that a banker would be safe in opening such a 
“current” account without rendering himself liable to account direct to 
the husband, without the formalities prescribed by sections 10 and 17. 

January 20. T, 2s he 


[See observations under the head of ‘‘ Current Topics.”"—Eb. S, J.] 





PAYMASTER-GENERAL’S OFFICE. 
[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal. } 


Sir,—I beg to enclose a copy of a letter which I wrote the other day 
to the Lord Chancellor, and also a copy of his reply. Epmunp Krmser. 
15, Walbrook, E.C., London, January 24. 


** 15, Walbrook, E.C., London, 16th January, 1883. 

“My Lord,—Mr. A. M. Greene, a client of mine, and I were to-day the 
victims of a monstrous piece of red tapeism in the Paymaster-General’s 
de t of the Chancery Division. In an action commencing with 
the letter ‘ F.’ I had to identify Mr. Greene as the recipient of a certain 
cheque. The chief clerk of that alphabetical division refused to pay it to 
him because I had not myself been identified. The second clerk had 
himself paid me a cheque for £50 laet August, in an action or proceeding 
commencing with ‘0O.,’ it being then vacation. This morning he chose to 
forget all about this, and refused to identify me. Thereupon [ had to go 
to the next division containing ‘ C.’ and get # book from the chief clerk, 
Mr. Haynes, showing that I had been identified many years ago. The 
cheque was then paid to my client, but the chief clerk said, ‘I will only 
do it this once.’ Now, if this is not preposterous, I don’t know what is. 
It comes to this. Every solicitor must be identified in every single division 
of the Paymaster-General’s office before any of his clients can get their 
money!! A different course is pursued by the Bank of England in 
paying the interest on the National Debt, and no other bank requires any 
identification whatever.—Yours respectfully, “ Epmunp Kiser. 

“ Right Hon. Earl Selborne, Lord High Chancellor.” 


“ House of Lords, Jan. 22, 1883. 

** Sir,—I am directed by the Lord Chancellor to acknowledge the 
receipt of your letter of the 16th inst., and to say that his lordship trusts 
the new Rules for the Pay Office, now under consideration, may 
effectuate facilities which do not now exist for the transaction of business 
in that department.—I am, Sir, your obedient servant, 

“ Kenneth Mure Mackenzie, Principal Secretary. 

**¥, Kimber, Esq.” 
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CASES OF THE WEEK. 


Serriement—Inyant—MatnTEnasce—TRust OF PowkR-—ABILITY OF 
Faruzr.—tIn a case of Wilson v. Turner, before the Court of Appeal on the 
16th inst., 2 question srose which turned on the distinction between a trust 
for the maintenance of an infant out of the intomié of a sharé-t6 Which he is 

any under a sétttement,-anda discretionary power to the 
t @ an allowance for the maintenance of the infant, By a 
Marriage settlement dated the 7th of April, 1855, and made in persuance of 
directions contained in the will of the infant’s father, certain property was 
se‘tled upon trust for the wife for ber life, and after her death on trust for the 
child or children of the marriage, in equal shares, to be vested and payable at 
The plaintiff was the only child of the marriage. The wife died 
in August, 1865. The plaintiff attained twenty-one on the Ist of February, 
th of February, in order to settle some disputes which had 
arisen 2s to the effect of the will and the settlement, a deed of arrangement was 
executed by the plaintift and his father, by which (inter alia) a life interest in 
was given to the father, and in ce of this deed the income 
trast fund was paid by the trustees to the father during his life. He 
i bis wife. The 
be plaintiff aft-rwards brought the action to 
Fi , 1877, on the ground that he had 
; 


declaration thst the trustees should, after the death of the wife, apply the 
neta ante. 2eey 3 the tenstere seats thats Bt of, the Knestne of the share 
to wiich ax: should, for the time being, be evtitled in expectancy under 





been set aside, but it was urged that, by reason of the above clause in the 
settlement providing for the maintenance of a child entitled in expectancy, the 
estate of the father was entitled to the whole of the income, or, at any rate, to 
an allowance out of it, for the maintenance of the plaintiff rity ber minority, 
The court (Jessex, M.R., and Linpi.ey and Bowen, L.JJ.) held that t 
above clause in the settlement did not create a trust for the maintenance of the 
children, but only gave the trastees a disoretionary power, and, therefore, the 
estate of the father was not entitled to any allowance for the maintenance of 
the child, unless it was shown — it was not) that he had not sufficient 
means of his own to maintain the child. Their lordships declined to follow the 
decision of Vice-Chancellor Kindersley in Ransome v. Burgess (15 W. R. 189, 
L. R. 3 Eq. 773), ion which case Lindley, L.J., said the Vice-Chancellor had 
gone too far in extending prior decisions.—Soicrrors, Smiles & Co.; W. & 
W. R. Davies $ Co. 





Aor oF Banxruptcy—TraDER—“ DEPARTING FROM DWELLING-HovsE, 
OR OTHERWISE ABSENTING HimsELF ”—Bankrurtcy Act, 1869, 8. 6, suB- 
SECTION 8—ADJUDICATION oF BANKRUPTCY BY CourT oF APPEAL—DaATE oF 
Orper.—In a case of Ex parte Thomas, before the Court of Appeal on the 
18th inst,, the question was whether a trader had committed an act of 
bankruptoy by departing from his dwelling-house, or otherwise absenting 
himself. solicitor of a creditor had made several ineffectual attempts 
to serve the trader with a debtor’s summons, When the solicitor called at 
the trader’s office, he was told that he was not there, though, as afterwards 
appeared, this was not true, On one occasion the solicitor met the trader 
on the staircase, going away from his office, and, though he did not then 
know him, he asked him whether the trader (mentioning his name) was is, 
and was told he had better go and inquire. Ultimately, on a Saturday, not 
finding him at his office, the solicitor left a message with a clerk that he 
should call on Monday morning, at ten o'clock, to serve the trader with a 
debtor’s summons. The trader had an sppointment at ten o'clock on 
Monday morning to attend the measurement of a quantity of cloth, which 
he had agreed to sell at a price depending on the quantity. He left his 
Office at ten minutes before ten on Monday morning to keep this appoint. 
ment, and thus avoided service of the summons, and he afterwards 
absconded. It was alleged that he had committed an act of bankruptcy by 
going away on the Monday morning ; but the registrar held that he went 
away to keep his appointment, anf not with the intention of defeating or 
delaying the creditor, and had not, therefore, committed an act of bank- 
roptcy, and the registrar refused to make an adjudication, The Court of 
Appeal (JzsszeL, M.R., and Lixpiey and Bowen, L.JJ.) held that an act of 
bankruptcy had been committed, and adjudicated the debtor a bankrupt. 
They said that tte court was entitled to look at all the circumstances. 
The appointment was one which did not necessarily require the debtor’s 
personal attendance ; he could just as well have sentaclerk. He evidently 
kept the appointment punctually in order that he might avoid service of 
the summons, and thus delay the creditor. 

The question was then raised whether the order of adjudication ought !o 
be dated on the day on which the Court of Appeal had actually made, or on 
the day on which the registrar ought to have made, it, The Court said 
that the practice in such a case was to date the order of adjudication on the 
day on which it was actually made.—Soxicitors, John Nicholls ¢ Grant ; 
Armstrong & Lamb. ~~~ rie 


Cottision at Sza—Suies oF Common Owner—Ricuts oF OWNER OF 
Carco Lost—Bitt or Lapinc—Excerrion or CoLLision AND DgFavLt oF 
Ownenr’s S—ERVANTS—SHIP—NaTIONALITY.—In a case of The Chartered Mer- 
cantile Bank of India, London, and China v. The Netherlands India Steam 
Navigation Company (Limited), before the Court of Appeal on the 17th inst., a 
question arose as to the liability ofa shipowner in respect of the loss of goods 
lost through a collision at sea between the ship os them and another shi 
of the same owner. The defendants were an English limited company, register 
under.the Companies Acts. They were also registered as a Datch company 


in Holland, and the ships were ~~ in Holland, and were not registered 


in England under the Merchant. Shipping Acts. The company was com- 
posed entirely . of lish shareholders. The action was brought by the 
plaintiffs as owners of goods shipped at Singapore under a bill of lading in the 
defendants’ vessel, The Kroon Prins, to carried to Sourabaya, and lost 
through 2 collision between that vessel and Zhe Atjch, another vessel of the 
defendants. The collision took place on the high seas. The bill of Iading, 
which was in the English language, and in which the defendants were 
described by their above corporate name, excepted, among other things (1), col- 
lision ; (2) accidents ; (3) loss or damage from any act, neglect, or default wha’- 
soever of the pilots, master, or mariners, or other servants of the company in 
navigating the ship. The jury found at the trial that The Atjeh was mainly 
in fault in causing the collision, but that The Kroon Prins was also in some 
degree to blame. The Divisional Court (Pollock, B,, and Manisty and 
Stephen, JJ.) beld (L. R.9Q. B. D, 118) that the defendants were liable 
by virtue of their contract for the whole of the loss, The Court of Appeal 
(Baaoattay, Brett, aod Linpiey, L.JJ.) held that the defendants were 
liable for only balf of the damage. ‘Linpisy, L.J., who delivered the judg- 
ment of himself and Baggaliay, L,J., said that the Dutch com 
was, in fact, a bare trustee of the ships for the defendants, 

the object of feming the Dutch company, and of having the shi 
registered in Holland in the name of that company, was to ep 
the defendants to trade with those ships to Java, which was a Dutch 

sion. The counsel for the defendants, while denying all liability on the part 


of the Dutch company, waived any advantage which might be taken of the 
fact that the Dutch Couspeny Phan fr to ores ry » and ad- 
that for all the of the action the defendants the 
company. below decided in the ‘ vour on the 
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ground that the contract contained in the bill of lading was governed by 
English law, and not by Datch or Dotch-Indian law, and upow the further 
ground that, according to English Jaw, the defendants were liable for a 
breach of the contract to carry contained in the bill of lading.’ In this view 
of the case it became unnecessary to consider the liability of the defendants, 
irrespectively cf the contract. Nor did the court below express any opinion 
upon that point. Upon the first point the decision of the court below appeared 
to be correct, The parties to the contract were English, although the master 
who signed the bill of lading was a Dutchman. The contract was in the 
English language, and was made at Singapore, which was an English port, 
and where English law prevailed. The sbip sailed under the Dutch flag, and 
was bound to a Dutch port, and was commanded by a Dutch captain. As 
regarded the privileges of trade which the ship might enjoy as a Dutch ship 
in Datch ports, the parties, no doubt, relied on the Dutch law, but us re- 
garded the construction and effect of the contract itself, as between the plain- 
tffs and the defendants, there could be no doubt that the parties were con- 
tracting with reference to English law, and not with reference to the law of 
the country under whose flag the sbip sailed in order to obtain the privilege 
of trading with Java, This conclusion was not at all at variance with Lloyd 
v. Guibert (L. R. 1 Q. B. 115), but rather in accordance with it. It was 
true that in that case the law of the flag prevailed, but the intention of the 
parties was admitted to be the crucial test, and the law of the ship’s flag was 
considered as the law intended by the parties to govern their contract, as 
there really was no other law which they could reasonably be 
supposed to have contemplated. The plaintiff there was English, 
the defendant French, the /ex loci coniractus was Danisb, the ship was French, 
her master was French, and the contract was in the French language. The 
voyage was from Hayti to Liverpool. The facts in the present case were 
entirely different, and so was the inference to be deduced from them. The 
lex loci contractus was Englisb, and ought to prevail unless there was some 
good ground to the contrary. So far from there being such ground, the 
inference was very strong that the parties really intended to contract with 
reference to English law. In order to determine the effect of the contract 
according to English law, it was necessary to ascertain its true meaning, and 
- in particular the extent of the express exception of collision from the liability 
undertaken by the defendants. If the word “collision” meant every 
collision, however caused, then the defendants, having expressly stipulated 
against liability for collision, were not liable for a breach of their contract to 
carry. Again, if the word “collision”» meant every collision except a 
collision caused by the negligence of those engaged in carrying the 8, 
then, again, the defendants having expressly stipulated against liability for 
collision, even though so occasioned, were not liable for any breach of their 
contract to carry. But ifthe word “ collision’’ meant collision not occasioned 
by the negligence of the defendants or their servants, then the defendants 
would not have excluded their liability for damage by all collisions, but only 
for'such as might have been oecasioned by the negligence of themselves or 
their servants in the navigation of the carrying ship ; they would not have 
excluded their liability for damage by collision occasioned by the negligence 
of themselves or their servants otherwise than in the navigation of the carry- 
ing ship. If the word ‘‘ collision” meant what was now supposed, it would 
follow that in the events which actually happened the defendants would be 
liable for a breach of their contract to carry. For their contract was to carry 
safely except in the excepted cases, and, upon the present supposition, the case 
which had arisen would not be one of them. The contract was-contained in a bill 
of lading. It had reference to a particular ship— viz., the ship on board which 
the goods were to be put; the goods were to be delivered on the safe arrival 
.of that ship, and the conditions and exceptions contained in the bill of 
lading all had reference to the voyage of tbat ship and to her captain and crew. 
The first set of exceptions included collision, and perile, dangers, and acci- 
dents of the sea. Thesecond exception extended to loss or damage from any 
‘act, neglect, or default of the master, mariners, or other servants of the com- 
pany in navigating the ship. The carriage of the goods on board the ship 
: referred to in the bill of ladiog was the subject to which the contract referred, 
“and in construing it this must b2 borne in mind. As a mere matter of con- 
struction his ip shoold come to the conclusion that the word “ collision ” 
in the bill of lading meant every collision between}the carrying ship and any 
other, but that, inasmuch as the word “collision” alone would not or might 
not extend to collisions occasioned by the negligence of those in charge of the 
carrying ship, additional words were inse to cover even this case. Certain 
authorities, however, were referred to for the purpose of showing that the 
word “ collision ’’ did not extend to collisions occasioned by the negligence of 
the carrier. or his servants, but the authorities referred to did not go this 
length ; they were all confined to negligence on the part of those who ware in 
charge of the goods to be carried. The word ‘‘ collision,” a8 construed in those 
cases, was restricted, but only so far as the true constraction of the whole con- 
tract required. The court was now asked to restrict it further, and, as it 
appeared to him, to an extent not warranted by the rest of the contract or 
by the authority. On the one band, care must be tuken not to confine a 
general principle to cases which merely illustrated its application ; but, on 
the other hand, care must be taken not to apply decided cases 80 as to defeat 
the real object and meaning of persons when din sufficiently plain 
language. The introduction of the word ‘* collision,” in addition to risks and 
dangers of the sea, showed that somethiog was intended to be excepted which 
those words would not or might not themselves include. But such expressions 
as “ perils of the sea, accident, or damage of seas,” and the like in charter- 
parties and bills of lading bad been long beld to extend to collisions not 
occasioned by the negligence of the master or crew of the 
carrying sbip, And, on the other hand, euch expressions bad 
teen held not to apply to collisions occasioned by such negligence, 
So an exception of } and breakage had been held not to include oe 
or breakage caveed by the carelessness of the shipowner or his servants 
“Mowing. Having regard to these decisions, the introduction of the word 








‘‘ collision” into the bill of lading in this case would not exonerate the defend- 
ants from liability io respect of a collision caused by the negligence of their 
servants who had charge of the ship in which the plaintiffs’ were being 
carried, but this liability was expressly excluded by additi words. These 
additional words were probably inserted to meet, not only the decisions 
to, but aleo the more general observations of several eminent judges, 
effect that the shipowner cannot protect himself from liability for the 
conduct of his servants by the use of general words only. In truth it 
application of this principle which gave rise to the difficulty which 
had to solve. The plaintiffs themselves invoked this very 
relied upon it, and contended that the general word “ collision 
cient to protect the defendants from liability for the n 
servants, whether in the management of the carrying ship or any 
moreover, was the view taken by the court below. The answer 
the meaning of the parties must be gathered from the whole 
that all the exceptions taken together showed that what the 
intended was to exclude all collisions, even attributable to 
gence of those who were intrusted with the carriage of the plainti 
This intention might no doubt have been expressed more plain 
closer the course of decisions on this subject was studied the more 

it become that the real meaning of the parties was as above stated. No 
in questions arising on bills of lading and charter-parties the rule was 
regard the causa causans rather than the causa prozima, and there was a differ- 
ence in this respect between such documents and policies of insurance. But 
this rule was, after all, subordinate to the true construction of the contract, 
and ought not to be applied so as to defeat the intention of the parties as 
therein expressed. For example, if Zhe Atjeh had been owned by strangers, 
and the collision had been caused wholly by the negligence of her 

the loss of the plaintiffs’ goods would, as between them and the 

be regarded as a loss by collision within the true meaning of the 
lading, and not as a loss by an unexcepted peril—viz., the 
captain of The Atjeh. This illustration showed that the h 
carrier turned on the true construction of the contract, and 
tion between causa proxima and causa causans was not 
The word “‘ collision” might cover both or only the 
meaning of the parties as expressed in the contract. 
lordship could not concur in the view taken by the court 
defendants were liable on the contract—i.c., for a breach 
carry safely. It became, therefore, necessary to ider whether 
ants were liable for the loss of their goods apart from the contract 
the parties entered by the bill of lading. It was contended 
both ships were registered in Holland in the name of a Dutch company. 
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were both lawfully sailing under the Dutch flag, and came into collision on 
the high seas, the plaintiffs’ rights apart from the contract must be poe Bf 
the Datch law. But although both ships may have been Dutch and en’ 


by the law of Holland to trade with Datch ports in Java, it was to 
forgotten that both ships were, in fact, owned beneficially by the defendan’ 
and were both navigated by persons who were in fact the servants of the 
defendants. What, then, was the law applicable, as between the plaintiffs 
and the defendants, to a loss of the plaintiffs’ goods occasioped by a collision 
between these two ships? What reason was there for saying that Dutch law, 
as distinguished from English law or the general maritime law, 
to govern such a case? The reason alleged was that, each ship being 
Dutch, the law of the flag—the Datch lsw—regulated the 

on board each ship, and determined the rights liabilities of 
her owners both towards the captains and crews, and towards the owners 
of the cargoes on board. This reason was based on 
fraitfal source of error—viz., the error of identifying ships with portions of 
the territory of the States to which they belonged. 
perfect, and was more often misleading than the reverse. 
case the analogy appeared to him more misleading than 
not aware of any decision in this country to the 
came into collision on the high seas, the rights 
respective owners depended on the laws of 
of the ships. The law applicable in this 
on the high seas was the maritime law as administered in hot, wee Nore 
the laws of the flags. According to that maritime law, the ag 
principals of the captain of The Atjeh, were clearly liable 
quences of his negligence. If it was obj that the Datch 
not the defendants, were the owners of The 
acts of her captain, the objection was 

the defendant's counsel, that the defendants represented 

for all the purposes of the action. Probably, even without this admission, 
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the result would be the same, considering that the Datch were 
bare trustees for the defendants. But the admission tid of 

with respect toownership. Assuming, then, that the were li 

for the loss occasioned by the negligence of the master of The Atjek, it 
was necessary to determine the amount of damages to which the plaintiffs 
were entitled. The action, viewed as an action of tort, appeared to come 
distinotly within section 25, clause 9, of the Jadicatare Act, 1873, and the 
rules of the Admiralty Coart had to be ascertained and —. Accord. 
ing to the rules of the Admiralty Coart, if the two belonged to 
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different owners, then, as both ships were to 
have been entitled to recover one-half of 
owners of The Atjeh, and one-half from 
Ae doth ships belonged to the same owners, the above 
aod pay wp eeenpngnenys por ay yee 
wou proper , were it 

fh bil fade, whch eroertad the defeat fom 

attr eto the negligence of those in charge 

The contract in this case exonerated the defendants from 
and left them liable for the other half, and the 
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judgment on this footing. The plaintiffs would be entitled to the costs of 
the action, but, the appeal having been to a great extent succeesfal, each 
party must pay his own costs of the appeal. Brett, L.J., delivered jadg- 
ment to the same effect. He was of opinion that the defendants were not liable 
by the loss at all by contract ; first, because their contract to deliver 
safely did not extend to the acts of their own eervants on board another 
ship ; ‘and, secondly, because their liability for the negligence of their own 
servants on board the carrying ship was expressly excladed by the terms 
of the bill of lading, Then the question remained whether the defendants 
were liable in tort, Tie nationality of a ship, unless she was employed by a 
Government under letters of marque, turned on-her ownership, and in the 

mt case it was clear that the owners were an English company, aod the 
mere fact of the registration of the ship in Holland for the purpose of a 
particular trade could not make her a Dutch ship. It was said that she 
could not be a British ship, because she was not registered in England, as 
required by the Merchant Shipping Acts, But those Acts applied only to 
British ships, and before a ship could be registered under them she must be a 
British ship. If a ship which was a British ship was not registered under 
the Acts she could not obtain the advantages given by registration, but her 
owners could not avoid liability by omitting to register. The nationality of a 
ship depended on her ownership, and for the purpose of liability it was im- 
material whether she was registered or not. Therefore, the liability of the 
defendants was governed by English law. But, assumiog that both ships 
were Dutch, nevertheless, it seemed to his lordship that, if this action had 
been tried in Holland, the defendants would have been liable. The loss did 
not occur in Holland, or in any place under the exclusive jurisdiction of the 
Datch courts. It was not like the case of a tort committed in a foreign 
country within its exclusive jurisdiction. There no action for the tort could 
be maintained in this country, unless it could be maintained in the foreign 
country. But here the loss occurred on the high seas, which were within 
the common jurisdiction of all countries. From time immemorial actions for 
such a tort had been maiotained, even against foreigners if they could be served 
in this country, and they were tried according to maritime law as adminis- 
tered in this country, and by that law the owner of a ship was liable for the 
negligence of the master and crew. It seemed to his lordship that the 
defendants were liable for the uegligence of the master and crew of The 
Atjeh, even if she was a Dotch ship,. The jury had found that the collision 
was the result of the combined negligence of the defendants’ servants on 
board both the ships. If in such acase the two ships belonged to different 
owners, each of the owners would have to pay half the loss. The defendants 
were relieved by the conditions of the bill of lading from that half of the 
loss which would otherwise have fallen on them as owners of The Kroon Prins, 
but they were not relieved from the other half, for which they were liable in 
consequence of the negligence of their servants on board The Atjeh,_— 
Soxicitors, Lovell, Son, & Pitfeld ; Walton, Bubb, $ Watton, 





Trustre—Loss or Trust Funp—Lianitity ror DEFravuLt of BrokER.— 
In a case of Speight v. Gaunt, before the Court of Appeal on the 20th inst., 
& question arose as to the liability of a trustee to make good the loss of 
trast money which had been handed by bim to a broker for investment, and 
had been lost through the default of the broker, who had appropriated the 
money and absconded. The defendant was the sole acting trustee and 
executor under a will. In Febrnary, 1881, it was determined, with the 
assent of the persons beneficially interested under the will, to invest a sum 
of £15,000, part of the trust fonds, in the securities of some municipal 
corporations. Accordingly, the defendant, at the express desire of the 
beneficiaries, employed one Cooke, who carried on business as a stockbroker 
at Bradford as John Cooke & Sop, and was at the time in good repute, 
to make the proposed investment, Cooke delivered to the defendant a 
bought note, as follows :—‘‘ We have this day bought for you, as yer your 
order, subject to the rules of the London Stock Exchange, £5,000 Leeds 

ion Debenture Stoek, at 1054, commission net £5,275 ; £5,000 Hud- 
dersfield Corporation do. do,, at 100, commission net £5,000 ; £5,000 Halifax 

tion do, do., at 100, commision net £5,000—total, £15,275. Account.” 
In order to obtain debenture stock or bonds from either of these corporations, 
it was not absolutely necessary to employ a broker, but intending lenders 
might apply to the c tion direct, and obtain bonds in exchange for their 
advances without the intervention of a broker. On receipt of the bought note, 
the defendant drew three cheques for £5,275, £5,000, and £5,000, on the 
executors’ account with a bank, in fayoar of Cooke & Son, and banded them 
to Cooke in payment of the £15,275. Cooke did not obtain any securities, 
but, when applied to by the defendant, made various excuses to account for 
the Scurebadion stating that it took some time to prepare the securities, 
bat that they were in course of preparation. The defendant took no further 
steps to ascertain what had actually been done in the matter, and, on March 
28, 1881, Cooke absconded, and was subsequently adjudicated a bankrupt. 
The question in the action was whether the defendant was personally liable 
to make a the loss to the persons beneficially interested. Bacon, V.C., 
held (30 W. R. 785) that the defendant must make good the £15,275, on the 
ground that be had not exercised that proper care and precaution in the 
matter which is required from trustees, and was guilty of negligence in 
gee Bors trust money in the hands of Cooke in exchange for 
the t note, which was, upon the face of it, irregular, 
without further inquiry or insisting upon getting the actual securities 
in which the money was alleged to have been invested, The Court of 
Appeal (JzssEL, M.R., and Lixpiey, and Bowen, LJJ.) reversed this decision, 
Jessel, M.R., said *bat a trustee ought to conduct the, business of the trust 
in the same manner as an preewecs | prodent man would act in his own affairs. 
If an investment was made, through the medium of a broker buying securities 
on the Stock Exchange, the wut course would be to select a broker in 
good credit and to instruct him to purchase the particular seourities on the 





Stock Exchange, and all that the broker covld do was to enter into a contract 
which was usually for the next account day. Before the account day arrived, 
the broker would request the person who had instructed him to make the pur. 
chase to pay him the money, and a trustee who had selected a proper broker 
and paid him the money in exchange for the bought note in the ordinary and 
regular course of business could not be made responsibje fcr paying over money 
to a person to whom he would himself have given credit, and would in his own 
business have paid the money in the same way. In cases of this nature the 
court was bound to look carefully at the pleadings, not for the purpose of 
finding reasons for fixing a trustee with liability for loss sustained by the trast 
estute, but in order to give him the berefit of any doubt or ambiguity, 
Now, with regard to the most important document in the case, the bought 
note of the 24th of February, 1881, the Vice-Chancellor h»d adopted a view 
which was opposed to this principle. There was no allegation in the 
pleadings that a broker ought not to have been employed, or that the defend- 
ant knew that he was dealing directly with the corporations ; and, in his lord. 
ship’s opinion, much of the evidence which had been brought forward ought 

not to have been admitted. But even admitting it, he mu-t hold that koow. 

ledge on the part of the defendant that Cooke's pretended dealings had been 
with the corporations, and that the money was to go to the corporatione, was not 
proved. All that the bought note would t:Il the defendant was that the 
broker had bought on the Bradford Stock Exchange subject to the rules of 
the London Stock Exchange. No doubt, as a general rule, the date of the 
account day would be inserted in the bought note, but no one ever heard of a 
man going to the Stcck Exchange to inquire whether his broker had not 
deceived him. Uponthe whole, therefore, his lordship saw no ground for say- 
ing that the defendant had been guilty of negligence, so as to render him liable 
to replace the money which had been Jost. The key of the Vice-Chancellor’s 

jadgment seems to lon been that the defendant was told by the paper that 

the money was to go to the corporations, and that he should have drawn the 

cheque in favour of the corporations and notin favour of Cooke. The paper, in 

his lordship’s opinion, told the defendant nothing of the kind. Nor could he see 

why it should not be a lawful custom for a man who employed a broker and took 
from him a bought note thereupon to pay the broker the priceof the thing bought, 
Linvey, L.J., said that, although a trustee was not entitled to delegate his 
trust, it could not be said that he was not entitled to employ a broker for the 
purpose of making investments of the trust funds, such employment being 
conformable to the ordinary common usage of business. His lordship could 
not regard the bought note as the Vice-Chancellor did. He had made it the 
cardinal point of his judgment that this Jocument was on the face of it such 
as to excite suspicion, Judging from its appearance, which d‘d not present 
the slightest show of irregularity, anyone might bave been mieled by it; in 
fact it was a document calculated to Iull, and not to srouse, suspicion. He 
was quite aware that experts had been called, who stated that the conclusion 
that they should draw from that paper was that Cooke had, in pursuance of 
his instructions, gone to the several corporations, and had contracted with each 
of them for the sums there mentioned, and that the omission of the date for 
completing the purchase and other irregularities were all matters calculated to 
excite suspicion, But were these signs of ee such as were likely to 
attract ordinary attention? No one, with the exception of the experts, stated 
that there was such an appearance of irregularity on the face of the bought 
note as to excite suspicion. Assuming then that the trastee was entitled to 
employ a broker in making the investment, was he acting properly in paying, 
over the money to the broker in exchange for the bought note ? His lordship 
could not see any impropriety in what bad been done by the 

as it was not the ordinary course of business in trausactions of this 
nsture to get the securities from the broker in exchange for the cheque. 
In reference to Hopgood vy. Parkin (L. BR. 11 Eq. 74), bis lordship must 
enter his protest against the notion that, when agents were employed, and 
properly employed, by a trustee, the trustee must be taken to } 
tbat they should act properly in the discharge of their duty as agents. 
Bowen, L.J., said that, though it might have been more prudent for the 
defendant, wishing to invest in corporation securities, to have gone to the 
corporations direct, there was nothing improper in his having employed’ 
@ broker to effect the investment. Assuming that the defendant was right 
in employing a broker, bis lordship could not say that he was not aleo right 
in paying the money to the broker in exchange for the bought note, 
according to the ordinary practice, wise or unwise, which prevailed in pur- 
chases on the Stock’ Exchange. The defendant had no reason to doubt 
that it was an ordinary Stock Exchange transaction, and there was certainly 
nothing on the face of the bougbt note to show that it was a purchase from 
= oo direct.—Soricirors, W. § J, Flower $ Nussey ; Johnson F 

eatheralis, 


EvipENcE— ADMISSIBILITY —STATEMENT NOT ON OATH BY AGENT—COMMON 
AGENT OF TWO PRINCIPALS—CHAIRMAN oF Company.—In a case of Inre 
The Devala Provident, Gold Mining Company, before Fry, J., on the 22ad 
inst., a question arose as to the admissibility of evidence. A shareholder in & 
company applied, under section 35 of the Companies Act, 1862, to have his 
name removed from the company’s register, on the ground that he had 
for his shares on the footing of a prospectus issued by the company which con- 
tained a material misrepresentation. The only evidence adduced to show that 
the prospectus was untrue was a statement made by the chairman of the com- 
pavy in a speech delivered by him at a meeting of the shareholders, at which 
the applicant was not present, The speech was afterwards printed and circu- 
lated among the shareholders, Fry, J., held that the chairman’s state- 
ment was not admissible evidence against the company. He said that 
the rules which, governed the admissibility of statements not made on oath 


were somewhat stringent, and the only greed on which the chairman’s state- 
ment ao admitted was that he made it as b ageet of the oneey 
in a transaction with a third party, and that it was the scope 


agency. But the statement was made, not in a transaction between the com- 
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and a third party, bat at a meeting of the company. The agent was, in 
ee making a confidential report to his own principal, and such a report could 
pot be admitted as evidence against the privcipal. If it was said that the 
applicant was & member of the company, and that, consequently, he was one 
the principals to whom the report was made, his lordship knew of no 
inciple or authority for holding that a statement made by the common agent 
of two principals could be used by one of the principals as evidence against the 
otber. On the question of convenience his lordship thought it would be very 
undesirable to extend the rule, Ifa statement made by one officer of a com- 
y was admissible in such a case, the statements of all the other officers 
would be equally admis-ible, and thus a number of conflicting statements 
might be admitted, snd this would be bighly inconvenient.—Soxicitors, 
Morley & Shirreff ; Robins d: Cameron. 


APPOINTMENT OF NEw TRUSTEES—TRUSTEE RESIDING ABROAD.—In the 


|| case cf Re Clift's Trusts, before Chitty, J., on the 23rd inst., a petition was 


preeeoted for the appointment of a trustee of a testator's estate in the place of 
a trustee who had been for seven years resident in Tasmania and was stated to 
have made that country his permanent residence. The will contained the 


| ngual power extending to trustees going abroad, and the tenant for life was a 


eo 








Innatic. Catrry, J., made the order.—Souicirors, Walls, Abbott, ¢ 
Martin. 





Practice — Costs — INFRINGEMENT OF TRADE-MARK — INNOCENT 
DEFENDANT—UNDERTAKING—INJUNCTION—CosTts oF Morion.—In the 
case of Caruncho v, Bighmoor, before Chitty, J., on the 19th iast., the plain- 
tif, a firm of cigar merchants, moved for an interim injunction to restrain 
the defendant, a chemist, from selling cigars in toxes tearing labels in imita- 
tion cf those in use by the plaintiff-, It appeared that the d«fendant was 
first apprised of the spuriousness of the cigars by receiving the writ in the 
action, and that he thereupon withdrew the cigars from sale and offered, 
through his solicitor, to give an absolute uadertaking in the terms of the 
indorsement on the writ. The plaintiffp, nevertheless, served him sfcerwards 
with notice cf motion. It was submitted by the defendant that the 
plaintiffs must pay the costs of the motion. Carry, J., said 
that the defendant must, upon the evidence, be telieved to have 
acted innocently when he purchased and sold the spurious cigars. 
The motion made was brought in the face of an undertaking which 
had been alwayseaid by the Master cf the Rolls to be, and was treated by him 
as being, as good as an injunction. The p'aintiffs, therefore, were entirely 
wrong in making the present motion, bat, on the other band, they were entitled 
tosome costa—e g., the costs of the writ; therefore, taking these costs into 
account, he should not make an order on the plaintiffs to pay the whole of 
the defendant’s costs, His lordship ultimately ordered the plaintiffs to pay 
pM guineas as costs.—Soxicitors, Lumiey ¢ Lumley; Bell, Brodrick, ¢ 

TY. 


New Trvstexs—ArpointMENT BY CourRT-——ConveYANcING Act, 1881, 
8, 81—Trvustes Act, 1850, 8. 32.—-On the 13th inst., before Fry, J., 
in Re Pilling’s Trusts, the question arose under what circumstances the court 
will appoint: new trustees, notwithstanding section 31 of the Conveyancing 
Act, 1881. The petition alleged that the last surviving trustes (wko died in- 
testate in December, 1882)-bad used money belonging to the trust in his 
business, and that about £8,000 was owing from bis estate to the trust estate. 
His widow had not taken ont letters of administration to his estate ; but it was 
expected that she would shortly do so, and sbe would then be able to appoint 


|| ew trustees under section 31 of the Conveyancing Act, 1881. Under these 


circumstances it was “impracticable” to appoint new trustees without the 
astistance of the court until the widow had taken out letters of administration, 
and it was submitted that the beneficiaries ought not to wait until she had 
done to, as it would be “ inexpedient ” for the new trustees to te appoiated by 
the legal personal representative of the defaulting trustee. Fry, J., adopted 
this view, and mate an order appointing new trustees, and vesting the trust 
estate in them.—Soticrtors, 7. & J. Flower § Nussey, for Killick, Hutton, 
¢ Vint, Bradford. 





Winpinc up or Company—Srrikine orr or Company's NamE—ADVER- 
TISEMENT OF DissoLUTION—PetTITIoN TO RestoRE—ComPanigs Act, 1880 
(43 Vier. c. 19), 8. 7, SUB-SECTION 5.—In the case of In re The Financial 

ion (Limited), before Chitty, J., on the 20th inst., a petition was 
presented under the Companies Act, 1880 (43 Vict. c, 19), s. 7, sub-section 5, 
praying that the name of the above company might be restored to the 
Register of Joint Stock Companies, and that the Registrar of Joint Stock 
Companies might be directed to advertise in his official name in the London 
Gazette the order of the court to be made on the petition. It appeared that 
oa the 9th of May, 1865, the company went into voluntar: liquidation, and 
on the 28th of May, 1866, an order was made for its compulsory winding up. 
On the Sist of July, 1872, an order was made staying all proceedings under 
the compulsory winding up, and directing the voluntary winding up to be 
continued, It was stated that the company had assets, not immediately 
tealizable, of the value of £20,000, but had ceased to carry on business, 
except for the purpose of the winding up. The liquidator had discovered 
~ the name of the company had been advertised in the London Gazette of 

6th of October last, as having been struck off the po oy of Joint 
4 Companies, and as dissolved from that date, under, aod by virtue of, 
ite provisions of the Companies Act, 1880. The company having changed 
registered office, the liquidator had never received avy of the statutory 

Rotices prescribed by the Act of 1880, and the advertisement in the Gazetie 
Was the first intimation to him of the dissolution of the company. It was 
mentioned that doubts had arisen as to the applicability of section 7, sub. | 


section 5, of the Companies Act, 1880, to a company in liqnidation, Currrr, 
J., sald that the company was still clearly liable to be wound up, therefore it 
was not dissolved. If the company was not dissolved, although it was not 
carrying on business, it must, withia the words of the sub-section, be said to 
be ‘in operation.” He, therefore, would make the order as prayed.— 
Soxicirors, Argles & Argles ; Solicitor to the Board of Trade. 





PRacricCE—JURISDICTION—FoREIGN JUDGMENT—WeRIT ISSUED AGAINST 
Forzien Lunatic.—In the case of De Montbrun v. Hirsch, osfore Chitty, J., 
on the 17th and 18th insts,, a motion was made by the defendants to set 
aside a writ isaued by the plaintiff against the defendant for payment of 
large sums due by a defendant under jadgments of the French Tribazal 
de Commerce, affirmed by the Cour de Paris, and also for a discharge of 
an order obtained ex parte restraining a defendant from dealing with 
securities standing to his account at the Union Bink. It appsared that 
after the institution of the action it was found that the then sole defendaat, 
who was & Prussian by domicile, was of unsound mind and confined ia 
Neuchatel, Switzerland, and the writ had been amended by adding as 
defendant his brother, who had been appointed his curator bonis. The 
plaintiff sought to enforce the order on the ground that, by sections 557 and 
560 of the French Code of Civil Procedare, a creditor had the right to attach 
his debtor’s property although such property was situate in a country other 
than that of the forwm pronouncing the jadgmeat. The curator alone had 
been served with the writ. Curry, i. held that the curator did not 
represent the estate of the lunatic for the purposes of making the order 
asked for by the plaintiff. The comity of nations did not require or 
enable the English court to interfere to restrain dealings with a fand 
which was part of the debtor’s general property, and not the subject of 
any charge or lien.—Soxiciturs, Freshfields § Williams; Lumley & 
Lumley. 





Pracrice—Costs—ADMINISTRATION AcTION—DeFAULTING EXxEcuTOR oR 
TresTEE—Costs SuBSEQUENT TO BANKRUPTCY.—In the case of In re Basham, 
Hannay v. Basham, before Chitty, J., onthe 15th inst., thequestion arose whether 
a defaulting executor or trustee who bas become bankrupt, pending an action for 
administration of the estate, is, since the Bankruptcy Act, 1869, entitled to 
his costs incurred in the action subsequently to his bankraptey. Curry, J., 
after examining the authorities, including the two recent and conflicting 
decisions of Lewis v. Trask (L. R. 21 Ch. D. 862), and Clare v. Clare (30 
W. R. 789, L. R. 21 Ob. D. 865), said that the ground for the decisions in 
favour..of the bankrupt trustee or executor having the costs in question 
seemed to be that, under the old bankruptcy law, bankruptcy was the statutory 
mode of barring the defaulter’s debt, and there being no debt the costs could not 
be set off. Now, however, the debt of the pers»n in the position of a default- 
ing trustee was not barred by bankruptcy, and his lordship was of opinion that 
the right principle was that the defaulting trustee could not get his costs out 
of the trust estate until he had made g his default, unless, indeed, he had 
been expressly requested by the beneficiaries to attend the proceedings—e.g., 
for the purpose of realizing the estate.—SoLicrrors, Park, Nelson, & Co.; W. 
Vant ; G. R. Dodd. . 


Prracy—NewsPaAPER—ComMMON InFoRMATION—LITERARY CoMPOSITION~- 
Coryricut Act, 1842, s. 18.—In the case of Cox v. Hu!ton, before Chitty, 
J., on-the 17th inst., a motion was made by the registered proprietor of the 
Field newspaper and a book called tte “Coursing Culendar” inst the 
proprietors of a book called the “Sporting Chronicle Coursing Calendar,” 
raising amongst others—firstly, an issue as to the similarity of titles; and, 
secondly, an issae as to the right of the defendant to incorporate in their book 
matter previously published in the Field, The question as to similarity of 
titles was reserved until the trial of the action. On the other question it was 
submitted by the defendants that the matter admittedly borrowed consisted, 
in part, of lists of coursing meetings, greyhounds running, &c., which were 
matters of sporting record precurable from common sources, snd, 
not compositions within the Copyright Act, 1842, s. 18, and that the identity 
of other portions might be accounted for by the fact that it was not unusual for 
ore local correspondent to contribute to several publications. COxurrr, J., 
said that upon the evidence he was of opinion that the passages complained of 
were bodily taken from the plaiatiff’s publication. The passages were clearly 
compositions within the Copyright Act, as they required special knowledge and 
literary skill to write them. bere there was one common source of infor- 
mation it was, no doubt, true that any person could draw upon it, but where 
there were several common sources of information, and one person had collected 
from them, it was not open to another person to take to himself the benefit of 
that person’s industry. The defendants had committed a piracy, and the 
plaintiff was entitled to succeed on his motion.—Soxicitors, Harris, Powell, 
$ Co. ; Pritchard & Co, 





ApmrInistRaTION AcTtion—SeEt-orr—Derstror To Estats—UnpIsCHARGED 
BanxRurt—Ciosgs or Bankauprcy—TitLe of Trustes—Murvat Crepir 
Cravse—Jupicature Act, 1875, s. 10—Banxruprcr Act, 1869, ss. 4, 12, 
15, 39, 47, 51, 52, 54, 88—Banxeurrcy Rugs, 1870, R. 125,—In a case of 
Green v. Smith, before Fry, J., on the 20th inst., a question arose as to the 
right of a debtor to an estate to set off his debt against a sum due to 
him by the intestate whose estate was being administered in the action. In 
October, 1877, S. (the intestate) was adjudicated a bankrupt. B. proved in 
the bankruptcy for £2,193, and received dividends amounting to £165. On 
the 10th of December, 1880, an order was made closiog the bankruptcy. The 
bankrupt did not before his death obtain an order of There was no 
evidence whether a release was given to the trustee, In , 1879, 8. 
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account, and he deposited with him £191 as “margin.” It was agreed that 
any profit realized was to be applied, balf in reduction of a balance previously 
doe to B., and the other half was to be paid to S., or, if. he preferred it, 
retained as ‘‘ margin” ageinst further purchases of cotton. On the 15th of 
June, 1881, S, died intestate. B. afterwards delivered an account to his ad- 
ministratrix showing that on the 31st of October, 1881, there was, as the 
result of the purchases and sales of stock under the agreement with the 
intestate (after allowing to B. a moiety of the profit) a balance in 
favour of the intestate of £288, which incladed the £191 originally deposited 
by him. The account showed that before the close of the bankruptcy a larger 
sum than $238 was due from B. to the intestate. Ona the 20th of Deeember, 
1881, judgment was given for the administration of the personal estate of the 
intestate, the defendant to the action being the administratrix. B. carried in 
under the judgment a claim for £1,790, being the balance of the £2,193, for 
which he had proved in the bankruptcy, after deducting the £165 which he 
had received by way of dividend, and the £238, the balance due to the intes- 

ate on the cotton account, The administratrix took out a summons asking 

hat B, might be ordered to pay the £238 to her. B. submitted to the jnris- 
tdiction, The trustee in the bankruptcy appeared on the hesring of the sum- 
mons and did not oppose the payment of the £238 to the administratrix. On 
behalf of the administratrix it was urged that B. was not entitled to the set-off 
which he claimed, On behalf of B, it was contended that there was nothing 
in the Benkiuptcy Act to take away the right of set-off, and that B. was 
entitled to that right, juet as if an action bad been brought against him by the 
edministratrix. And it was further urged that the sum claimed had really 
vested in the trustee before the close of the bankruptcy, and that on its close 
his title was transferred to the registrar of the Court of Bankruptcy as trastee, 
and the registrar was the only person who could give a valid consent to the 
payment of the £238 to the administratrix, and that consent had not been 
given. Moreover, it was said that the estate of the int-state was insolvent, 
and, consequently, by virtue of section 10 of the Judicature Act, 1875, the 
mutual credit clause (section 39) of the Bankruptcy Act applied, and gave 
B. a right of set-off. In reply it was urged that an undischarged bankrupt 
could sue for a debt due to him, unless his trustee intervened and claimed it. 
-Fry, J., said that the effect of section 12 of the Bankruptcy Act was to 
deprive a creditor who had a proveable debt of any remedy ‘‘ against the 
property of the bankrupt,” except in manner directed by the Act. Set-off 
was a remedy against property of the bankrupt, and section 12 applied to it. 
Then section 54 provided that, at the expiration of three years from the close 
of a bankruptcy, if the debtor had not obtained a discharge, any balance re- 
maining unpaid in respect of any debt proved in the bankruptcy might, subject 
to the rights of subsequent creditors, be enforced against any property of the 
debtor, with the sanction of the Court of Bankruptcy. The scope of the Bank- 
ruptey Act was plainly this, that the remedies of persons proving in a bank- 
ruptey should be cohfined to remedies in bankruptcy ; that property acquired 
by the bankrupt before the close of the bankruptcy should be distributed 
among the creditors who had proved pari passu ; that, pending the three years 
after the close, no creditor should be able to gain an advantage for himself ; and 
that, if no discharge was obtained, the balance remaining unpaid of the proved 
debts should be enforced in one way only under the direction of the Bank- 
pe gd Court, and that the money thus produced should be distributed among 
all the creditors. To allow one creditor to enforce payment of his debt by means 
of set-off would enable him to obtain a preference over the other creditors, 
and, to the extent to which he succeeded, to divert the property which would 
feed the fund which would be divisible among all the creditors. This would 
be contrary to the words as well as to the spirit and scope of the Act. And 
this view was confirmed by the decisions of the court under the old Insolvency 
Acts, and in particclar by Francis v. Dodsworth (4 C. B. 202). As to the 
argument about the title of the trustee, the ru'e was that a bankruptcy could 
not be set up as a defence to an action by a bavkropt for money due to him 
under a contract entered into during the bankruptcy, unless the trustee 
interfered. Here the trustee appeared and did not oppose the claim of the 
administratrix. As to the effect of section 10 ot the Judicature Act, that 
section applied only to the administration of an insolvent estate, and there 
was as yet no constat that the estate of the intestate was insolvent. The 
money must be paid into court to a separate account, with liberty to B. to 
apply in case it should epee that the estate was insolvent.—Soricirors, 
JI,5.4 C.J. Allen; G.L. P. Eyre § Co. 





COUNTY COURTS, 
LiveRPoo.. 
(Before Mr. Registrar BELLRINGER. ) 
Jen. 16.—Re The Costs of the Liverpool Parliamentary Election. 


This was an application to tax the bill of the Mayor (Mr. Wiliiam Rad- 
cliffe) in respect of the expenses officially incurred during the recent election, 
Lis Worsbip being then the returning officer. 

Mr. Clare, of the town clerk’s department, appeared for the Mayor; Mr. 
James M‘'Comd for Mr. Samuel Smith, M.P. ; and Mr. G. B, 'y en 
Mr. Richard. Bennett for Mr. A. B, Forwood. 

The bill amounted to £2,273 5s. 3d. 

Mr. Rodway said that at the time the returning officer’s bill was delivered 
the agents of the parties looked upon it as so excessive as to require revision. 
It was then arranged that both parties should agree to the taxing of the bill. 
The fact that he (Mr. Rodway) made the application was a pure accident. 
the first to come to court. The Liberal party, he supposed, 
an application wes before the court it was not necessary for 
forther application. In » letter addressed to Mr. T. E. 


the of the he (Mr. Rod 
a PE rere 


d | with the exception of consultation fees, ought to be returned, and that no Jay 








Mr. M‘Comb said that n tions took place between the parties 
& proposal to tax the dill, The case was as Mr. Rodway had pat it. Theh 
was excessive, and it was with the view of arriving at some fixed sum to 
the authorities of the city in the future that the Liberal party were noy 
represented before the registrar. ; 

Mr. Bennett explained that he waited on Mr. M‘Comb with regard to th 
charges, and both agreed that these were about £500 more they should be, I; 
was then arranged that the bill shonid be Jaid before the taxing officer, 

The Reeisrrak pointed out that his duty was strictly laid down by statute, 
and that nothing that bad been said would affect his taxation.—The 
of the bill was then proceeded with privately. The various items objected te 
on behalf of both candidates were dealt witb, with the exception of two, one of 
these being for the hire of rooms and the fitting-up of polling s'ations, and the 
other for incidental expenses. It was understood that the registrar cut down 
the charges to the Parliamentary Schedule, 

On Friday Mr. Rodway and Mr. M‘Comb agreed to the payment of the item 
relating to hire of rooms less £92 93,, aud the other item, relating to the 
up of polling stations, was withdrawn, the bill ultimately te Oi 


£1,922 2a, 34., balf of which sum will be borne by each candidate. 
to this arrangement the taxing, which had been adjourned until Monday, w 
not proceeded with. ' 
The Times says that the sum of £351 3¢. which has been abated is made gp 
of several items, including £99 10s. charged for instruments us:d in stam) 
the ballot papers. This has been struck off because the stamps were 
in hand and had cost notbiog on the present occasion. The Ballot Act pro. 
vides that the same stamp shall not be twice used within a period of seve 
years, but as the stamps in question had laid dormant for that length of time, 
their use on the recent occasion became permiesible. The cost of erecting the 
polling booths has also been cut down from the actual amount incurred to the 
legal charges authorized by the schedvle. Various miscellaneous items to the 
amount cf £71 have also Bie surcharged on the ground that they were not 
specifically authorized by law, though there is a general admission that they 
were incurred for the more efficient conduct of the election. 
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SOCIETIES. 


INCORPORATED LAW SOCIETY, 


Notice has been given of the following matters to be considered af th 
special general meeting of the members of the society, to be held in the hall 
of the society, on Wednesday, the 31st inst., at two o'clock precisely, 

Mr. Williams will move : ‘‘ That, in commemoration of the opadee of the 
Royal Courts of Justice, and of the well-deserved honour whicb, o& # 
occasion, was conferred by her Majesty the Queen upon Sir Thomas Paine, 
the president of the society, a portrait of Sir Thomas Paine be painted, at the 
expense of the society, by some eminent artist to be selected by the coum 
and that the portrait be placed in the society’s hall.” : 

County Courts.—The report of the Committee of the Incorporated Is 
Society appointed at the aanual general meeting held on the 7th of J 
1882, will be laid before the meeting, if ready. 

Mr. Edmund Kimber will draw attentioo—‘‘ 1. To the strong remarks mad 
by Mr. Justice Kay on the 13th of December, 1882, upon the conduct of soli 
citcrs, 2. Tothe exceedingly unfair way in which applications are 
and posted up against solicitors, especially in the Queen’s Bench Division, 
To the iniquitous system of referring causes when they come to trial, when 
~ expenee of trial has been incurred.” And will move the following reali 

ions :— 

“1. That while admitting that the delay in administrative actions i 
the Chancery Division is, in some cases, due to that want of acquaiatance with 
prectice on the part of the professional men engaged, which is commons 
all professions, this society cannot admit tbe justice or accuracy of Mr. Justice 
Kay’s remarks with regard to the profess generally, especially 4s that 
delay notoriously arises principally from the way in which business is 
by the officials of the court and the immense amount of work they have top? 
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requested to draw the attention of the 
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“2, That the council be 
authorities to the insufficient number of chief clerks and taxing masters in 
Chancery Division, and the necessity of allowing orders to be drawn 
the solicitors themselves, as in bankruptcy, and to the evils at present arial 
from the taxation of costs being stopped during the vacation. 2 

“3, That no application against a solicitor ought to be entertained wi 
upon notice of motion, supported by affidavits, and the offensive m 
posting up his name, ‘ Jn re So-and-So, Gentleman,’ &c., inatead of, like 
motions, ‘ So-and-So v. So-and-So,’ is libellous, unfair, and 0} 
and treatment that no learned body of men ought to be subjected to. 

‘4, That when causes are referred and not fought, all fees paid to oe 
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or court fees ought to be charged, and no case ought to be referred whicl# 
not a matter of account unless by consent of the parties.” ss 
Mr. F, K. Munton will call attention to the state of thiogs at the 
registry, and move the following: “That, in the opinion of this 
Middlesex R Officials ought to exhibit conspicuously their statutory 
of fees, and that the council of this society should lend the weight = 
approval to any | peerenes. by cama rittd by a member to recover ney 
taken in excess of such scale.” pets 
Mr. James Walter will a t WR the ny No. 87 as ey oe ors 
parte society’s buildings as te ' 
to euch regulations as the council shall we; ° 
on the members of the society,} ie 
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«That it is expedient to alter and change the terms and expressions used in 
gid bye-law 37, and to mitigate the terms of the regalations under which the 
club rooms are at present occupied.” : 

Mr. Charles Ford will ask the following questions:—‘‘1. Whether the 
council will take y to secure the re-introduction during the next session of 
Parliament of the Bar Education and Discipline Bill of 1878? 2, Whether 
the council propose to publish, and if se, when, the second or supplementary 

of the special committee of the society on Legal Procedure ? 3. What 
ate the intentions of the council in regard to the proposed legislation in refer- 


gi 





oe 
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tute, ference to the duties of notaries public ? 4, What is the prevent position of 
axing in the law stationers’ actions ? 5. Whether the council are pre- 
ted to to take steps with a view of introducing into Parliament a Bill to secure 
one of establishment of a law university or school of law? 6. What —— (if 
d the sy) the council have taken ia regard to a resolution passed on the 11th of 
down , 1879, in reference to solicitors appearing as advocates before courts of 
quarter sessions be 
e item Mr. W. P. W. Phillimore has given notice that, having in view the 
fitting fnoonvenience caused to members by the hall and library being frequently 
ing. at dosed, he will, at the next general meeting of the society, move that bye- 


law 38 be amended or altered by prefixing to it the words—‘‘ The hall and 
og! ary be open to members every day (except on Sundays, Christmas- 
, Friday, and days of public fasting and thanksgiving) and . . .” 


dead Bnd by adding to it at the end the worde—‘ The council may aleo, during 
yacation time, entirely close the hall or library for such period as may be 
ot requisite for repairing or cleaning the same respectively.’ 
seven aaa 
a WORCESTER AND WORCESTERSHIRE INCORPORATED 
+t LAW SOCIETY. 
3 to the The annual meeting of the scc'ety was held at the Law Library, Pier- 
ere not point-street, Worcester, on Tuesday, the 23rd inst. Present—Mr. J. G. 
at they Hyde, ex-president, in the chair; Mesars. W. P. Hughes, T. Southall, M. 
Cortler, 8. M. Beale, E. A. Davies, H. G. Goldingham, W. W. A. Tree, 
LL.B., T. G. Stallard, 8. Southall, W. Allen, hon. treasurer, and F. RB, 
Jeffrey, hon. secretary. The report of the committee for the year ending 
December 31, 1882, was received and adopted, and the following officers 
were elected for the cancion yee :—Mr. W. P. Hughee, president; Mr. F. 
Corbett, vice-president ; . W. Allen, hon. treasurer ; Mr. F. Ronald 
Jeffrey, hon. seoretary. The following gentlemen were appointed members 
of the committee for the ensuing year in addition to the ex-oficio members 
—viz., Messrs, S. M. Beale, E, A. Davis, T. G. Hyde, F. Parker, and T. 
+ at the foathall. Upon the motion of Mr. W. P. Hughes, seconded by Mr. T. 
the hall fp Southall, a vote of thanks was accorded to Mr, T. G. Hyde for the valuable 
services he had courteously rendered to the society in his capacity as 
se of the § during the past year. A vote of thanks was also given to the 
er thit secretary, Mr. F. Ronald Jeffrey, for the efficient manner in which he 
Paine, had discharged the duties of his office. A long disoussion also took place 
.d, at the Mthregard to the provisions of the recent Order under the Solicitors’ 
“coundl, | Remuneration Act, 1881, and resolution was passed urging the general 
: tdoption of the scale in the terms of the recommendation in the committee's 
ted li —viz., ‘‘That itis in the highest degree desirable in the interest of 
of i ora that the scale should be adhered to, and, as a matter of profes- 
: tional etiquette, should not be departed from save under special circum- 
rics make i tances,” and it was also resolved, ‘That a circular should be addressed to 
t of alt J the members of the profession practising in the city and county of 


@ allow (Worcester, calling their attention to the society’s recommendations on the 















ision, tbject contained in the committee's report.” 
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4 LAW STUDENTS’ JOURNAL. 
fr. Justice —_ 
ly a5 tt INCORPORATED LAW SOCIETY, 
have tog) EXAMINATIONS IN THE YEAR 1882. 
Special Prizes open to ali Candidates, 
the Soot Scholarship. —Ernest Edwin Meek being, in the opinion of the council, 
ters the candidate best acquainted with the theory, principles, and practice of law, 
pees haye awarded to him the scholarship founded by Mr. John Scott, of 






’sinn-fields, London, Mr, Meek served bis clerkship with Mr, James 
eek, of agen eni with Messrs, Hanhart & Gillman, of 














in and obtained the yy and Daniel Reardon Prizes at the 
1 ‘ 
ze.—Frederic William Emery having shown himself best 


ip 
: with the law of real property and the practice of con ing, 
0 Sine pened @ satisfactory examination, and attained honorary dis' 9 
to coum Hf the council have awarded to him the prize, consisting of a gold medal, founded 
Francis Broderip, of Lincoln’s-inn. Mr. Emery served his clerkship 
Messrs. Iliffe, Russell, Lliffe, & Cardale, of London; and obtained the 
’sinn and Daniel Reardon Prizes at the final examination held in 









































ate Martin Prize for candidates from Liverpool; Atkinson Prize for 
from Liverpool or Preston.—Roderick Williams having, from 
hong the candidates frum Liverpool, pe the best examination, and 
ppm phe mg oe phage iS eee Se De yey Oe 
Very , a medal, . Timpron Martin, Liverpool ; 

uving, from among the candidates from Liverpool or Preston, shown himself 
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best acquainted with the law of real property and the practice of conveysncing, 
otherwise passod a satifutory examination, and attained istincti 

the council have awarded to the prize, consisting of a gold medal, founded 
by Mr. John Atkineon, of Liverpool. Mr. Williams served his agg te 

r. Joseph Richardson, of the firm of Messrs, Laws, Bird, Newton, & ard- 
son, of Liverpool, and obtained a second-class certificate at the final examina- 
tion held in January, 1882. 

Birmiogham Law Society’s Prize for candidates from Birmingham.—The 
examiners reported that among the candidates from Birmingham in the year 
1882 there was no one qualified to take the prize. ; 

Stephen Heelis Prize for candidates from Manchester or Salford.—-Frederic 
William Hardman having, from among the candidates from Manchester or 
Salford, passed the best examination, and attained honorary distinction, the 
council have awarded to him the prize, consisting of a gold medal, founded in 
memory of the late Mr. Stephen Heelis, of Manchester. Mr. Hardman served 
his clerkship with Mr. Christopher Moorhouse, and with Mr. John Graves, 
of Salford, ard obtained a prize at the final examioation held in January, 1882, 





LAW STUDENTS’ DEBATING SOCIETY. 


Tuesday, January 16.—The tociety devoted this evening to impromptu 
speaking. A variety of topics were discussed, and although members hai no 
idea previously to being called on as to the subjects they would have to speak 
on, many excellent speeches were delivered. e novelty was so successful 
that the committee will be encouraged to set apart another evening for a 
similar purpose. 

Tuesday, January 23.—The subject for discussion this eveoing was ‘* Can 
the devisee of a trustee dying before 1882 execute a trast which, by the terms 
-f the instrument creating it, is not made exerciseable by assigns ?’ which 
Mr. E. E. Davies opened in the affirmative. The opener received support from 
Messrs. W. Austin and Hallett, while Messrs, O. J. Williams, J. C. Peare>, 
A. Austin Napier, King, G. B. Ellis, Sargeant, and Wells spoke on the 
negative side. On the question being put, and the votes being equal, the 
chairman gave his casting vote in favour of the negative, 








OBITUARY. 


MR, RICHARD NEWMAN. 


Mr, Richard Newman, solicitor, of Hadleigh, died on the 16th inst., after 
a few weeks’ illness. Mr. Newman was born in 1815. He was admitted a 
solicitor in 1839, and he had practised for over forty years at Hadleigh, 
where he bad an important and extensive i He was for several 
years in partnership with Mr. Charles Harper, late clerk to the Hadleigh 
Locsl Board, who died only a few monthsago. Mr, Newman was a perpetual 
commissioner for the county of Saffolk, and he had held several import- 
ant appointments. He was for many years registrar of the Hadleigh County 
Court (Circuit No. 38), clerk to the Cosford Board of Guardians, and super- 
intendent registrar, as well as clerk to the Commissioners of 
Asssessed, and Income Taxes, and to the Aldham and Polstead School 
Boards, and to the Lavenham Highway Board. Mr, Newman was for many 
years associated with the Volunteer movement, and he was formerly 
Quartermaster of the 1st Saffolk Administrative Rifle Battalion. He was 
buried on the 20th inst. 


MR, F. J. MORRELL. 


We printed last week a short notice of this gentlem.-, 2nd have since been 
favoured with the following fuller account of his career :— iu: late Frederick 
Joseph Morrell, Esq., solicitor to the Univereity of Oxford, who died at No. 
85, Linden-gardens, Bayswater, on the 13th inst,, in the seventy-second year 
of his age, was the second son of the late Baker Morrell, Esq., of Oxford, 
his wife Mary Elizabeth, daughter of the late J ee 
President of Trioity College from 1776 to 1 Vice- 

Oxford from 1784 to 1788. He was born at Oxford on the 25th of Ji 

1811, and was admitted a solicitor in Easter Term, 1832. He married 
1834 Elizabeth Maria, daughter of the late Joseph Parker, Esq., of 
and leaves several children. The deceased gentleman was appointed to 

important office of solicitor to the University of Oxford in 1854, upon, 
shortly before, the death of his father, who held it before him, and at the same 
time he succeeded to the clerkship of the Oxford Paving Commissioners, 
whose functions are now performed by the Oxford Local Board. He was a 
member of the Law Society, a life member and director of the Solicitors’ 
Benevolent Association, chairman of the Oxford Charity Trustees, and 
founder of the Oxford Churchmen’s Union. He resided for a great many 
ears at Black Hall, in Oxford, but more lately at Broughton 
obury. Mr. Morrell was well known and greatly 
University and city of Oxford, and few, if any, knew so well 
and antiquities of that most interesting county, containing 
one of the ze ome, he 
ogy. was always 
works, and ever took a lively, active 
was the chiefest mover in the restorati 
of St. Giles, opposite which Black Hall stands, and new 
of SS. Philip and James, in the parish of St, Giles, and one of his last, 

his very last donation, ") . 
Margaret in that > 
Morrell give his aid; his 
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and to his friendly advice and as-istance many a man owes his success in life. 
The fureral took place on tte 18th inst., and unostentatiously as he had lived 
ro was be turied, amid every sign of grief and affection, in the churchyard of 
Broughton, nesr that ancient castle, one who will long be mourned and long 
be missed, and can bardly be replaced. Notwithstanding the inclemency of 
the weather, and the distance of Broughton from Banbury, the nearest station, 
the funeral was attended ty Dr. Acland, Regias Professor of Medicine ; Dr. 
Bellamy, president of St. Joho’s College; Dr. Magrath, provost of Queen’s 
College ; Dr. Griffiths, late warden of Wadham College; and many others, 
while the Vice-Chancel’or was ovly prevented attending by his official duties, 
Mr. Morrell’s prectice now falls entirely to his eldest t01 and partuer, Frederic 
Porker Morrell, Esq., M.A. of St. Jobn’s College, registrar of the Chancellor's 
Courte, one of the coroners of the Usiversity, and a member of the Council of 
the Law Society. 








LEGAL APPOINTMENTS. 


Mr. Watter Suerpurse Pripeavx, solicitor, of Goldsmiths’ Hall, 
Foster-lane, bas been appointed Clerk to the Goldsmiths’ Company, on the 
resignation of his father, Mr. Walter Prideaux. Mr. W. 8. Prideaux was 
admitted a eolicitor in 1870. 


Mr. Samuet Wii.raM Cassertey, barrister, has b3en appointed Janior 
Prorecutirg Counsel to the Post Office on the Midland Cironit. Mr. 
Casserley isan LL.B. of the University of London. He was called to the 
bar at the Middle Temple in Micbaelmas Term, 1873. 


Sir Haepince Sraxtey Girrarp, Q.C., M.P., has been appointed by 
H.R.H. the Prince of Wales to bs Constable of Launceston Castle. 


Mr. ALzErt Garp, solicitor, of Devonport and Stoke, has been appointed 

terk to the Commissioners of the Poor for the parish of Stoke Damerel. 
Mr. Gard is deputy-coroner for the borough of Devonport. He was admitted 
a solicitor in 1876. 


Mr. James Bensamin Scorr, barrister, has been appointed Clerk and 
Registrar of the London Coal Exchange. Mr. Scott was called to the bar at 
Li woln’s-inn in Trinity Term, 1871. 

Mr, Rosert Joun Biron, Q.C., bas been appointed Senior Prosecuting 
Counsel to the Post Office on the South-Eastern Circuit, in succeesion to Mr. 
Montague Chambers, Q.C., who has resigned. Mr, Biron is the son of the 
Rev. Edwin Biron, Vicar of Lymprie, Kent, and was born in 1829. He was 
educated at Corpus Christi College, Cambridge, where he graduated firet 
cless in civil Jaw in 1852, and be was called to the bar at Lincoln’s-inn in 
Trinity Term, 1854. He is recorder of the boroughs of Hythe, Deal, and 
Sandwich, end he bes scted as a commissioner for trial of petitions under 
the Municipal Elections Act. In 1869 Mr, Biron was a commissiorer for 
inquiring into the exietence of corrupt practices in the city of Norwich. He 
was for some time junior prosecuting counsel to the Post Office on the 
South-Eastern Circuit, and be was made a Queen’s Counsel a few weeks 
ago. 

Mr. Joun Witi14m Sparrow, solicitor, of Norwich, has been appointed 
Solicitor to the Norwich and Norfolk Licensed Victuallers’ Association. Mr. 
Sparrow wes admitted a solicitor in 1847, 


Mr. Witt1am Warp Dorriztp, solicitor (of the firm of Doffield & Bruty), 
of 6, Tokenbouse-yard, and of Chelmsford and Waltham Abbey, has been 
appointed Registrar of tho Chelmsford County Court (Circuit No. 38), in 
succession to Mr. Thomas Morgan Gepp, deceased. Mr. Daffield ia the son 
of the late Mr. James Doffield, of Great Baddow, He was admitted a 
solicitor in 1846, and he is also clerk to the Chelmsford Board of Guar. 
dians and Highway Board, clerk to the county magistrater, and superin- 
tendent registrar. ; 


Mr. Eyre Liorp, barriste-, hss been appointed Junior Prosecuting 
Couneel to the Post Office on the South-Eastern Cirouit, ia succession to 
Mr. Robert Jobn Birev, Q.C. Mr. Lioyd was called to the bar at the Loner 
Temple in Hilary Term, 1859. He acted, in 1880, as secretary to the 
Koaresborough Election Commission. 





DISSOLUTIONS OF PARTNERSHIPS. 


Wituiam Brackuvurst and Cuartes Wittiam Fretson (Blackhurst & 
Fretson), solicitors, Liverpool. Deo. 31. The said William Blackbaret 
will practise at 129, Dale-street, Liverpool. 

Cartes Nzeepuam Lonocrort and Joseru Myers (Longeroft & Myers), 
solicitors, Clement’s-inn, London, Jav. 13. In future such business will 
be carried on by the esid Charles Needbam Longcroft alone. 

{ Gazette, Jav, 19.] 





Io the course of the hearing of a case at the Royal Courts of Justice, on 
the 19th iost., Mr. Justice Lopes said be wished it to be made public that 
the crowding of the public into the side entrances of the courts was most 
isregolar and inconvenient. There were no altendante at the entrance doors 
of coorte, He would communicate with the proper authority at once, and 
he trusted the evil would be . Mr. Kemp, Q.C., and Mr. Grantham, 

Q.C,, rising, thanked his lordship, saying it was the same in all the courte, 
‘ and as bad as it used to be sometimes at Westminster. = one of 
: the evil would be acknowledged most gratefully by the profi 
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COMPANIES. 


WINDING-UP NOTICES. 
Jomnt Stock ComPanizs. 


Liuitep In CHANCERY. . 


Capita Fink Insvrancr Association, Limirep.—Petition for winding up, preseniaj 
Jan 13, directed to be heard before Chitty, J., on Saturday, Jan 27. Jonas, Bishops. 
gate st Within, solicitor for the petitioner 

DANISH FREEHOLD Lanp Reciamation Company, Limitep.—Petition for windi tp, 

resented Jan 17, directed to be heard before Bacon, V.C., on Jan 27, Ji 
olborn, solicitor for the petitioner or 

GENERAL SHarE Trust Company, Lrwitrp.—Creditors are required, on or before Feb 
20, to send their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, tg 
William Lewis Clifton Browne, 5, Queen st, Cheapside. Thursday, Mar 8 at 13, is 
appointed for hearing and adjudicating upon the debts and claims 

Groreia Lanp, LuMBER, AND CoLoNizaTION Company, Liwitep.—Creditors are mp. 

uired, on or before Feb 16, to send their names and addresses, and the iculars of 
their debts or claims, to William Waddell, 1, Queen Victoria st. > Feb 22a; 
12, is appointed for hearing and adjudicating upon the debts and claims 

Lonpon Fisk Market ayp NationaL Fisoery Company, Limrtep,—Petition for win. 
ing up, presented Jan 13, directed to be heard before Bacon, V.C., on Jan 27. Lumley 
and Lumley, Old Jewry chmbrs, solicitors for the petitioner 

Manring Prers Company, Luwirep.—Petition for winding up, presented Jan 18, directaj 
to be heard before Chitty, J., on Saturday, Jan 27. Champion and Co, Ironmonge 
lane, solicitors for the petitioner 

MitcHeELy’s WorssonovGH Daz Founpry Company, Lrcirep.—Petition for winding 
up, presented Jan 16, directed to be heard before Chitty, J., on Jan 27. f 
and Tattershall, Gt James st, Bedford row, agents for Gill and Plews, Wakefield, 
solicitors for the petitioners 

Myyypp Gorppu Leap Ming, Lrurrep.—Bacon, V.C., has fixed Feb 1 at 12, athis 
chambers, for the appointment of an official liquidator 

Norwicu AnGiine, Boatinc, AND PLEASURE GaounD Company, Limitep.—Creditoy 
are required, on or before Feb 20, to send their names and addresses, and the 
culars of their debts or claims, to Robert Baldry, Tombland, Norwich. Marchég 
12 is appointed for hearing and adjudicating upon the debts and claims 

PonpErs Exp Brick Company, Limirgp.—Petition for winding up, presented Janii, 
directed to be heard before Kay, J, on Feb 2, Howard and Skelton, Threadneedle x, 
solicitors for the petitioner 

River Sware Brick anp Tite Works, Limirep.—Petition for winding up, presente 
Jan 16, directed to be heard before Fry, J, on Feb 2. Myers, Cannon st, so! for 
the petitioners 

River Swatz Bercx ann Tire Works, Liuirep.—Petition for winding up, preseniel 
Jan 17, directed to be heard before Bacon, V.C., on Jan 27. Rogers and Chave, Gra 
Winchester st buildings, solicitors for the petitioner 

Rorgeram Atum anp CuEmricat Company, Limrrep.—By an order made y oe 
V.C., dated Dec 16, it was ordered that the voluntary winding up of the abor 
company be continued. Grundy and Co, Chancery lane, solicitors for the pei 
tioner 

Tyn-x-Fron Mintnc Company, Limitgp.—Creditors are required, on or before Feb/, 
to send their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or to 
Evan Jones, Tyn-fron, Cwmrheidol, Cardigan. Feb 14 at 12 is appointed for 
and adjudicating upon the debts and claims 

Unitzp Kinapom Corrrer Taverns Company, Liuirep.—Petition for win 
presented Jan 18, directed to be heard before Bacon, V.C., on Jan 27, Cogan hd 
Chancery lane, solicitors for the petiti 8 

Wituiram Stack anp Sons, Limrtep.—Pearson, J, has, by an order dated Jan }i, 
appointed Henry Musgrave Briddon, 1, Chancery lane, Manchester, and Geom 
Ashdown, 56, Gresham st, London, to be joint official liquidators. Creditomsm 
required, on or before Feb 28, to send their names and addresses, and the 

of their debts or claims, to the above at 56, Gresham st, Mar 10 at 12 is 
for hearing and adjudicating upon the debts and claims 
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[ Gazette, Jan, 19.) 
AsPHALtIC Woop Pavement Company, Liwitzp.—By an order made by VE, 
dated Jan 13, it was ordered that the company be wound up. Smith and §m, 


Gresham house, solicitors for the petitioners : 

Bwicn Crrovan Sitver Leap Mink, Limrrep.—Petition for winding up, 
Jan 19, directed to be heard before Kay, J.,on Feb 2. Norris and Norri 
row, mts for Jenkins and Davies, Llanidloes, solicitors for the petitioner 

Capitat Frere Insurance Association, Limitep,—Petition for win _ ups 
Jan 23, directed to be heard before Fry, J., on Feb2. Field and Oo, 
inn fields, agents for Barlow, Smith, and Pinsent, Birmingham, solicitors fort 
petitioners 

Frencu Dats Corrzx Company, Limitrp.—Chitty, J., has fixed Thursday, Febl,# 
11, at his chambers, for the appointment of an official liquidator 

GENERAL Horticutrurat Company (JoHn Wiis), Limirep.—Chitty, J., has, a 
order dated Dec 9, appointed Henry Smith, Coleman st, and George Stagg, 23,0 
hill, Paddington, to be joint official liquidators 

Greys Brerwery, Luwitep.—Creditors are required, on or before Feb 23, to sénd 
names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to Fredend 
Whinney, Old Jewry. Friday, March 9 at 12, is appointed for hearing and adjulie 
ing upon the debts and claims 

Lonpon anp CALirornrA Minine Company, Liuitev. By an order made by 0 
J., dated Jan 12, it was o1 that the voluntary winding up of the company 
tinued. Clements, Gresham House, Old Broad st, solicitor for the petitioners 

Merionetx Misina Aczncy Company, Limiten.—Petition for winding up presale 
Jan 17, to be before Bacon, V.C.,on Feb 3. Harte, Moorgate sh’ 
citor for the petitioner a 

Mircne.i’s Worssornoven Date Founpry Company, Limirep.—Petition for win 
up presented Jat 19, directed to be heard before Fry, J.,on Feb 2, Stevens 
= ord row, agents for Jones and Middleton, Chesterfield, solicitors for the 

ig company fase 

Nzw Atcazar Company, Limirzp.—Petition for winding up presented Jan 20, dil 

4 be before Kay, J.,0on Feb 2, Sydney, Leadenhall st, solicitor for the * 
joner a 


Rornmznnam Auum any Cuemican Company, Limirep.—OCreditors are requir 
before Feb 16, to send their names and addresses and particulars of their 
claims to Arthur Wellesley Henry, Eastcheap. Friday, Feb 23 at 12, is appo 
hearing and adjudicating upon the debts an 
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[ Gazette, Jan 
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Unurmirep in Caatorry. : 
No. 2 Permanent Mowry Socrery.—Creditors are required, on or before Febih" 
send their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or Je 
Thomas Pendleton, 6, Edward st, Birmingham. Feb 22 at 12 is appointed for 
and adjudicating upon the debts and claims y) 
[ Gasette, Jan 
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County Patatine ov Lanoaster, 


Honason awp Srxav, Limirep.—Creditors are required, on or before Feb 12, 10# 
addresses, ‘ t ony or claims, 1! 
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their names and , and the iculars of their di 
Guthrie, 32, Brown st, Manchester, b 19 at 12 at office of 
tor hearing and adjudicating upon the debts and 
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: FRIENDLY Socteties DIssoLveD. 
Coscu Parnters’ Fetenpiy Soctery, Crown Tavern, Long Acre, Jan 13 . 
TRsPALGAR — — Anciznt Ozgpzr or Drvuips, Brewery Shades, Black Lion st 
hton. Jan 
Brig [ Gazette, Jan. 19.] 


SusPENDED ror THRRE MontHS. 


Orne ( Cnsemne, Pemeect Socrzgry, Bethel, Wesleyan, and Zion Chapel, alternately» 
Chead! ‘ord. Jan 











Ss Gnaup LopGx or Starrorpsairg Sick anp Buriat Socrery, Duke's Motto Inn, Long- 
resented ton, Stafford. Jan 18 ‘. 
Rishon Hoserratiry LopGs OxpEr or Drurps Fetenpiy Society, Swan Inn, Astley, near 
ishope. Manchester. Jan 19 
din Nowrarett Lopes M.I.0.0.F, Frirnpuy Socrery, Gladstone Hotel, Brick lane, Brad- 
Cg Up, ford, York. Jan 19 
: y New Frrenpty Socrery, Horse and Trumpet Inn, Sileby, Leicester. Jan 19 
fore Feb Ruta Mitt Union Socrzry, Rilla Mill, Callington, Cornwall. Jan 20 
rt [Gaxetie, Jan, 23.j 
aims, to 
at 12, is 
3 are re es Ur a ae i ie 
iculars of 
Feb 22a 9 e 
Bi. CREDITORS’ CLAIMS. 
. Lumley Maitekal 
, directed CREDITORS UNDER ESTATES IN CHANCERY. 
onmonger LAST DAY OF PROOF. 
indi Jouy, Wortley, York, Innk . Mar 1, Fothergill le, a 
Singlet vi, ren mer h “i ei mt 1 rs ee thee te ; 
AN, ‘ ingham, Kent, Farmer. Mar 1. Brett v Williams, Kay, J. 
Wakefield, Ridley, Dartford ne 
12, abhis Miso, Catnertne, Handsworth, Stafford. Feb 21, Mason v Mason, Chitty, J. Tyler, 
Credit Ryper, Wax, Leic2ster, Gent. Feb 16. Sharman v Groves, Chitty, J. Burgess, 
Bre: ri Suicrave, JamEs Putten, Rochester row, Zinc Worker. Feb 19, Craddock v Seagrave, 
‘ J. Wootton, Fish st hill 
ed Jani, Tover Epwarp, jun, Longfleet, Poole, Dorset, Master Mariner. Feb 13. Worraker v 
" % Good, Bacon, V.C. Storey and Cowland, Theobald’s rd, Gray’s inn 
needle [ Gazette, Jan: 19.} 
resented 
Nicitoe fe 
CREDITORS UNDER 22 -& 23 VICT. CAP. 35. 
Pn LAST DAY OF CLAIM. 
FS dpe, Tomas, Manchester, Patent Safety Valve Manufacturer. Mar 25. Cooper, 
Bacon, hester 
the abe Asusurnuam, Hon Rev Ricuarp, Combs Rectory, near Stowmarket, Suffolk. Feb 15. 
yr the peti- Reeves, New ct, Carey s 
tot ees, Mase, Huddersfield, York, Architect. Feb 14. Johnson and Booth, 
, : 
aa But, Joun, Sunderland, Durham, Farmer. Feb 28. Kidson and Co, Sunderland 
for ae Witagim, Lower Tulse Hill, Surrey, Esq. Mar 1. Pike, Old 
bane 3 Broappent, C#arve, Halifax, York. Feb14. Johnson and Booth, Huddersfield 
yan Brows, Matrugw, Hart, Durham, Farmer, Mar 1. Newby and Watson, Stockton on 
pes , 4 Me Gholi Jamzs, Charlton Kings, Gloucester, Clerk. Marl. Winterbotham and 
mham 
a oo aeons, The > Comborwel, Esq. Feb 27. ag and ee oy sq 
’ . ’ . aril. Farr an ie, Newport 
is appoiniel ih Rxevecca, Lower Chapman st, St George’s in the East. Feb 16. Senne, 
, Jan, 18.) Oeste, Maer, Ulverston, Lancaster, Lodging-house Keeper. Feb 10. Atkinson, 
- 4 Gasxwoop, Jonn, Rochdale, Lancaster, Innkeeper. Feb 17. Standring and Taylor, 


le 
Gago, Mary, Berrow, Worcester. Feb 10. Masefield, Ledbury 
Hirwoop, Tuomas, Mancl ester, Gent. Feb 12. Needham and Co, Manchester 
izwsox, Toomas, Louth, Litcoln, Builder. Feb17. Allisons and Allison, Louth 
Hixpz, Rev Joun FirzaicuaxD, Little Dalby, Leicester. Feb 20, Oldham and Marsh, 
— eal 
ILLuaM CartwriGcut, Huddersfield, York, Gas Engineer. - Mi 
Bibby, Huddersfield ‘ . ; Oe SOF te: een 
W, EvizABETH Berszy, Frome Selwood, Somerset, Feb 28, Clark and Collins, 


Hivtouxson, Joux, Rochdale, Lancaster, Doffing Plate Maker. Feb 13. Ellidge, 


daaxs, Susanna, Stroud, Gloucester. April 30. Winterbotham, Stroud 
direzxson, JosEru, Amburst rd, Hackney, Clerk in Orders. Feb 28. Field and Co, 












































Ken J "8 - fields “ 
oun Coartes, Wroxham, Norfolk, Roman C. . . . 
Wes 1 Bridge rd, Lambeth * n Catkolic Priest. Feb 16. Barnard, 





lauxz, Grong, Long lane, Bermondsey, Builder. Mar 25, Ford and Co, Bloomsbury 8q 
LD, Joun Passanp, Yardley, Worcester, Gent. Mar 1. Ryland and Co, 


gham 
Luo Sense, Dowinie, Glamorgan, Licensed Victualler. Feb 12. Morgan and Co, 


Mavorr, Witutam Frepzricx, Lett 
ae ax? K, som st, Camberwell grove, Gent. Feb 11. Vandercom 


Moss, Wituras, Penrith, Cumberland, Dra: i i 
A per, Marié6. Arnison and Co, Penrith 
Ms a Mary, Brighton, Sussex. Feb 23," Layton and Co, Budge row 
_,’ korGs, Sheffield, Farmer. Feb 20. Younge and Co, Sheffield 
tor, Joun Fairx, Onchan, Isle of Man, Gent. Feb 12. Needham and Co, Man- 


Partirs, Wittram, Plymouth, Devon, Gent. Mar 15, Phillips and Wilson, Pl 
2. Anpraw, 8t Paul’s rd, Highbury, Gent. Feb 24. Sharpe and Co, 


Burra, CHantes Jauxs, Live 
, rpool, Gent. Mar 10. Ayrton, Liverpool 
Taran, FREDERICK SELMON Avaustire, Bristol, Gent, Mart. Meade-King and 


> 
Waters, E>wix HuGuxs, Manchester, Merchant. Feb 12. Needham and Co, Man- 


Wastay.-Kixasrox, Jou, Off , 
and Co, Clement's inn ord rd, Barnsbury, Solicitor’s Clerk, Feb 20, Kennedy 


; Wittiam, Beeford, York Innkeeper. Feb 14, Bainton, Beverle: 
Wooprorn, Anrave, Middlesbrough, York, Accountant, Feb 21.’ Belk, Middlesbrough 
( Gaseté-, Jan, 16.) 


pees Aux, Windsor, Berks niferch 1 Tibbitts, Field ct, Gray’s inn 
D » Fores en arch 1, ideley, Leman 
Manat, Groxar, Littlehampton, ‘Sussex, Retired Markee 
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ew ct, 



























































st 
~ et ener. March 25, 
Canouinz, Norwood green, Southall, Fob 16, Freshfields and Williams, 




















Sumner.—Jan. 20, 
\ 


Brocungr, Cart Curtstian, Sutton Hall, York, Merchant. Feb 28. Holden and Co, 
Parliament st, Kingston on Hull : : 

Brownroor, Wittiam, sen, Leeds, Venetian Blind Maker. Feb 20. Pickering, Leeds 

Buck, Rozert, Fewstone, York, Gent. Feb17. Siddall, Otley 

Burcuett, EvizaBers, Tonsley hill, Wandsworth. Feb 16. Young, Newgate st 

Burcugtt, Henry, Bridge rd, Battersea, Miller, Feb 16. Young, Newgate st 

Bory, Ricwarp Lee Sairn, Chertsey, Surrey, Clerk in the Foreign Office. Jan 9. 
Paine and Brettall, Chertsey 

gy Witu1am, Alvechurch, Worcester, Paper Dealer. April 16. Cottrell, Birming- 

am 

Doerr, Jony, The Grove, Camberwell, Esq. Feb 27. Baker and Nairne, Crosby sq 

Ecurot, Samvuxt, Liskeard, Cornwall, Builder. March 10. Glubb, Liskeard 

fares, Hannan, Gateshead, Durbam. Feb 17. Hopper, Newcastle on Tyne 

Fisawicx, WILtiAM, Cardiff, Glamorgan, Coffee Tavern Keeper. Feb 16. 
White, Cardiff 

Hae, CaraErine, Folkestone, Kent. Feb 28. Norris, Lincoln’s inn fields — 

Hatt, Francis, Keighley, York, Gent. Feb 5. eatherhead and Purr, Keighley 

Hattam, Jou», Hatton, Derby, Farmer. March 25. Cooper and Chawner, Uttoxeter 

Hayprortn, BENJAMIN, Miles Platting, Manchester, Lancaster, Gent. March 25, Chap- 
man and Co, Manchester 

Harvey, Frances Mary, Bushey, Herts. March 15. Sladen, King’s Arms yard, Cole- 
man st 

Haxrwoop, Jouy, Rotherham, York, Gent. Mari. Oxley and Coward, Rotherham 

Haxwoop, Saran, Rotherham, York. Marl. Oxley and Coward, Rotherham 

Il11t, Harvey Berrow, Worcester, Draper. Feb 15. Hyde, Worcester 

Hitt, Lanspowse, Leigh Swinton, Worcester, Gent. Feb 15. Hyde, Worcester 

Hitt, Leoyarp Sournatt, Leigh Swinton, Worcester, Gent. Feb 15. Hyde, Wor- 
cester 

Honson, Hannan, West Derby, Lancaster. Feb 16. Rowe and Co, Liverpool 

IneHam, Jonny, Bury, Lencaster, Cotton Manufacturer. Feb 24. Grundy, Bury 

Lang, Samvzt, Nottingham, Butcher. Marl. Thorpe, Nottingham 

Lrcer, Henry, East End, Finchley, Retired Bank Clerk. Feb17. Bompas and Co, 
Great Winchester st 

Loyvox, Pxrtiir, Sidney sq, Commercial rd, Boot and Shoe Manufacturer. Feb 23. 
Wright and Co, Queen Victoria st 

Lunn, Estuer, Pendleton, Lancaster. Mar 16. Higham, Manchester 

Natuan, Epwarp, Paris, France, Merchant. Maris. Denton and Co, Gray’s inn sq 

Proctor, CaTHERINE, Richmond, Surrey. Marl. Robins, Pancras lane 

Srus, Marrna, Brighton, Sussex. Feb 24. Soames, Lincoin’s inn fields 

SrarLE, Cuartorre, Doddington grove, Kennington. Apr 23. Pain, Marsham st, 
Westminster 

Taxtor, Grorcr, Manchester, Boot and Shoe Dealer. Feb 19. Boote and Edgar, 


Manchester 
Waker, Alderman Joux, The Woodlands, Acton, Corn Merchant. Mar16. Denton 


and Co, Gray’s inn sq 
Wess, Joun, Highgate rd, Gent. Feb 28. Prideaux, Goldsmith’s Hall, Foster lane 
[Gazette, Jan. 19.] 
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COURT PAPERS. 


SUPREME COURT OF JUDICATURE. 
Rota or REGISTRARS IN ATTENDANCE ON 


Court oF Mr. Justice 
Pate. poretiks ¥. C. Bacor, Kar. 
Monday, Jan. ..%....... 29 Mr. Carrington Mr, Farrer Mr. Koe 
Tuesday ...cccscrcccscee OO Lavie Teesdale Cc 
Wednesday ..sercsassseee ol Carrington Farrer Koe 
Thursday, Feb..... .. «00 Lavie Ti Clowes 
Friday .ccccesccccccesese 2 Carrington Farrer Koe 
Saturday..cccccsse eee 38 Lavie Teesdale Clowes 
Mr. Justice Mr. Justice Mr. Justice 
Fer. Pearson. Currrr. 
Monday, Jan. ...sesee.. 29 Mr. Cobby Mr. King Nr. Pembsrton 
WEAURY vccccers covscee 30 Jacksou Merivale Ward 
Wednesday...cccceceeeee dl Cobby King Pemberton 
Thursday, Feb......s00. 1 Jackson Merivale Ward 
PHB ekkcdtiiicdsiccee 3 Cobvy King Pembertoa 
Saterday... .coccccscceses 3 Jackson Merivale Ward 








RECENT SALES, 


At the Stock and Share Auction and Advance Company's (Limited) sale, 
held on the 25th inst., at their sale-rooms, Crown-court, Old Broad-streer, 
E.C., the following were amonz the prices obtained: —Maekelyne’s Checking 
Apparatus Company, 9s. ; Wheal George Lead, 5s.; Nottinghaw and District 
Tramways Company £30 5 per cent. Bond, £29; Milner’s Safe Company, 
£12 10s.; Robert Campbell & Sous’ £10 shares, £7 paid, £6; Grogwinioa 
Lead Mining Company, 15s. ; Gulcher Electric Light and Power £5 shares, 
30°. paid, 2+.; Staines and West Drayton Railway £10 shares, £9; Horse 
Shoe Mannfacturing, 6s. 64, ; Positive Goverament Secarity Life Assurance 
Company, 53, 6d. paid, 63, ; Loudoa and Oounty Advance and Discount Com- 
pany £1 shares, 10s. paid, 12s. 6d.; Guinea Coast Gold Mining Company, 
93. 6',; Victoria Gold Company, 83 ; and other miscellaneous securities 
fetched fair prices, 





BIRTHS. 
Maturnson.—J.n. 20, at Lime Bank, Cheetham-hilJ, Manchester, the wife of 
as was Ritiam, the wile of Bduesd Guma,of Desten!-crmminn, 
a w 
solicitor, of a daughter. : ‘ 
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LONDON GAZETTES. 


ts, 
Ferpay, Jan. 19, 1883, 
Under the Bankruptcy Act, 1869. 
Creditors must forward their proofs of debts to the Registrar. 
To Surrender in London. 


Sigismund, Isidor Mordaunt, Queen Ann st, Caveniish sq, Dental Surgeon. 
15. Pepys. Jan 31 atl 2.30 


Pet Jan 


To Surrender in the Country. 


Daan. Oe Seema, Great Yarmouth, Draper. Pet Jan16. Worlledge. Great Yarmouth» 

Dart, William, Romford, Essex. Pet Jan16. Gepp. Chelmsford, Jan 31 at 11 

Davies, Jobn, Ll wrydeoed, Carmarthen, Land Surveyor, Pet Jan 15. Lloyd. Car- 
marthen, Jan 29 at 1 

Leese, Albert fo hod a Mayfield, nr on Stafford, Miller. Pet Jan 17, 
Hubbersty. Burton on Tent, Feb 7 at.1.30 

Penton, Henry James, Charles a Deptford, Beerhouse Keeper. Pet Jan 16. Pitt- 
Taylor. Greenwich, Feb 2 at 

fearn, Mary, Baslow, Derby, Nien Pet Jan 13. Weller. Derby, Jan 30 at 12 
—_ John William, Winshill, Derby, Blacksmith. Pet Jan17. Hubbersty. Burton 
, Fe 

nalewuy, Jacob, Jarrow, Durham, Manager. Pet Jan 16. 

Jan 31 at 11 


Daggett. Newcastle, 


TvEsDAY, Jan, 23, 1883. 
Under the Bankruptcy Act, 1869. 
Creditors must forward their proof of debts to the Registrar. 
To Surrender in London, 


Zucker, Charles, and Moses ashe, Station avenue, Loughborough Junction, Jewellers. 
Pet Jan 19. Pepys. Feb7 at1 


To Surrender in the Country. 
a, __ Singleton, Hanley, Pet Jan 19. Marshall. Stoke-upon-Trent, 


Febs8 
Cattell, ‘Henry, Saffron Walden, Coach Builder. Pet Jan 20. Eaden. Cambridge, 


Feb 8 at 12 
es Southsea, Hants, Coal Merchant. Pet Jan 18, Renny. Portsmouth, Feb 
Foster, Richard, and William Foster, Clayton West, York, Drapers. Pet Jan19. Bury. 
Barnsley, Feb 8 at 11 
Julian, Frederick John, a Bridge, Lanivet, Cornwall, Farmer. Pet Jan 20. 
Chilcott. Truro, Feb 3 atl 
Rbind, Emma, Hastings, Keeper. 
Toe Th d F; Willi “- 1 
undle, Charles Thomas, and Francis William C P outh, Photo hi 
Jan 20. Edmonds. East Stonehouse, Feb 5 at 12 7" ee 
Williams, Edward, Bwlchgwynl, near Linyngronwen. Cardigan, Farmer. Pet Jan 18, 
Davies, Aberytwith, Feb 6 at 1 


Pet Jan 19. Young. Hastings, 


BANKRUPTCIES ANNULLED, 
Frimay, Jan. 19, 1883. 
Massey, Richard, Hooper, nr Rotherham, Farmer. Dec 
TvuEspDAY, Jan. 23, 1883, 


Makepeace, William Henry, Gt Yarmouth, Tailor. Jan 18 


Rooke, Algernon W _, Lymington, Southampton, Gent. Jan 18 


Liquidations by Arrangement. 
FIRST MEETINGS OF CREDITORS, 
Frrpay, Jan. 19, 1883, 


Anderson, James Scott, oe. Lancaster, Bobbin Manufacturer. Feb 2 at 3 at offices 
of Balshaw, Nelson sq, Bolto: 
Feb 6 at 2 at offices of 


Atchison, John Ramsay, Bootle, Lancaster, Master Porter. 
Murphy, Crosshall st, eae at mg 

— George Arthur,” Apperley Bridge, York, Merchant’s Warehouseman. Feb 1 at 2 
at offices of Scatcherd and Hopkins, Albion st, Leeds 

Baines, David, Tredegar, Monmouth, roman Dealer. Feb 2 at 2 at Queen’s Hotel, 


Baneswell, Newport. Shepard, Tredega 
Ball, Geerge, Neath, Glamorgan, Painter, "Feb 5 at 12 at offices of Kempthorne and 


chmbrs, Ne 
Barrett, George, and James Whitehead Barrett, Batley, York, Cloth Manufacturers. 
Feb 1 at 2. 30 ¢ at offices of Middleton and Sons, ‘Calverley chbrs, Victoria sq, Leeds 
— =. Liverpool, Butcher. Feb 5 at 3 at offices of Quelch, Hatton garden, 
iverpoo! 
aaa 2 Jobn, Plaistow, Essex, Grocer. Jan 30 at 3 at offices of Holmes, King st, 
eapside 
Bennett, William, Hexham, Northumberland, Boot Maker. Feb 10 at 12 at offices of 
Lockhart, Heyham 
Bighop, Richard, King’s Lynn, Oil Merchant. Feb 1 at 12.30 at office of Wilkin, King’s 
ynn 
Bowden, James Brewer, East Dereham, on Wine Merchant. Jan 31 at 12 at office 
of , Rampant Horse st. Norwich 
Bradley, Willem Vincent, Sittingbourne, Kent, Baker. Feb 3 at11 at offices of Gibson, 
= ie Birmingham, Baker. Feb 5 at 3 at offices of Hickman, Temple row, 
xt Jeremiah, pn anne —_ Highbury, Chimney Cleaner. Jan 27 at 4 at offices of 


vena inane 4 ay Barnsley, York, Boot Dealer. Feb 8 at 3 at offices of 
urch st, Barnsley 


Chatrel, Wiliam toa Goldiiaw rd, Shepherd’s Bush, Tailor. Feb7 at 3 at offices 
Jornhi 

Obeathem, James, Darlington, Tanner. Jan 30 at 11 at offices of Laidler, Bondgate, 

Cramp, ge, Hastings, Baker. Jan 29 at 11 at offices of Davenport and Co, Bank 


ngs 
Crighton, William, Tynemouth, Brewer. Feb 6 at 3 at offi 
nemenite ae tyne ou! Trew ces of Philipson, Pilgrim st, 
tting, Walter, Sutton, Surrey, Licensed Victualler. Jan 29 at 3 at Dragon 
Ms, ng st, cache Dennis, Dresden Victualle — 
avis, Harry, Christchurch, Hants, Licen ictualler, Feb 5 at 3 estover villas, 
Bournemouth. Idridge pat a ~ 


ige 
Dee, Louis, Dirusinghne, General Dealer. Jan 31 at 11 at office of Rose, Cherry st, 


m™ 
— chard rd, ’s Bush, 
gm bey be hag oo hfe Builder, Jan 26 at 11 at Inns of 





4 





Dunn, Edward, Weymouth, Dorset, Fish Merchant, Feb 2 at 12 at office of Bowen, 
Fast st, Weymou uth 
Dunning, Richard. bridge, Walsall Cabinet Maker. Feb 1 at 11 at office of Evang, 


— se hbrs, hay Bridge, 
Evans, Ri dengnatices, Anglesey, Farmer. Feb 13 at 2 at British Hote, 
Bangor. Soo bo ‘0, Carnarvon 


Fenn, Samuel, King st West, Hammersmith, Fancy Draper. Jan 31 at 3 at office of 


roe. and Go, Lincoln’s inn fields 
Frederick, — , Berks, Licensed Victualler. Feb 8 at 12.30 at Lamb Hotel, 
wine st, Wallin; edges and Co, Wallingford 
Fisher, Thomas plo Hants, Grocer. Feb 1 at 3 at office of Blake and 


Reed, Union st, Portse: 

Flower, William "Richard, eg Essex, Farmer. Feb 5 at 4 at office of Houghtons 
and Byfield, Gracechurch st 

Forrester, William, Trentham, Stafford, China Decorator. Jan 31 at 11 at office of 
Welch, Caroline st, Longton 

Fowler, John Lawrence, Blandford, Dorset, Coal Merchant. Feb 1 at 2 at office of 
Bowen, East st, Weymouth 

oe Joe, Leeds, Dyer. Feb 1 at 11 at Commercial Hotel, Albion st, Leeds. Brearley, 


care, Je , ai Hastings, Sussex, Grocer. Jan 30 at 12 at office of Langham, Robertson gt, 
ngs 
Green, ake Birmingham, Grocer. Jan $1 at11 at office of Jaques, Temple row, 


Birm 
_ ilcuerd, Fo a Gate, Essex, Builder. Feb 1 at 3 at office of Cooper and 0p, 
incoln’s inn fi 
Hall, John, fog Suffolk, Draper. Feb 5 at 3 at 145, Cheapside. Brighten, Bishops. 


gate st Without 
Hammersley, Charles, Chorlton upon Lowe orwen | Lancaster, Warehouseman. Feb6at3 


at office of Blakeway, Deansgate, Manch 
Harradine, Stephen, ddington 8q, 5 socmncnes f Builder, Feb 2 at 2 at office of Hudson 


and Co, Queen Victoria st 

Harris, Jarvis, Rotherham, York, Manager. Feb 2 at 3 at office of Law Society, Baak 
st, Sheffield. Rhodes, Rotherham 

Harrison, George, Kidderminster, Worcester, Tobacconist. Jan 31 at 3 at office of Roden 
and Dawes, Bank bldgs, Kidderminster 

Haworth, James, Clitheroe, Lancaster, Innkeeper. Feb 2 at 11 at office of Hastham, 


Church "st, Clitheroe 
Healy, Mary, Liverpool, Provision Dealer. Feb 1 at 3 at office of Madden, Lords, 
Feb 5 at 12 at office of Andrew and (y, 


Liverpoo 
Hickman, Henry, Sewardstone, Essex, Gent. 

Jan 31 at 3 at office of Hanson, King st, Cheapside 
Feb 6 at 3 at office of Boote and Edgar, Booth, 


Gt James st 
Jan 23 at 12 at office of Robson, Linthorpe 





Higgs, Henry, Watford, Clothier. 
Wetherfield, King’s Arms yd 

Hinde, Robert, Manchester, Merchant. 
st, Manches' ter 

J ef, William, Middlesborough, Auctioneer. 
rd, Middlesbro’ 

Johnson, John, Middlesbro’, Eating house Keeper, Jan 29at 3 at office of Lewis, Zetland 
rd, Middlesbro’ 

Kelly, Alexander, Mark lane, Lamp Manufacturer. Feb 7 at 2 at office of Monkhouss 
and Goddard, St Swithin’s lane 

Kelly, Frederick, Levenshulme, Lancaster, Commercial Clerk. Feb 5at3 at office of 
Tremewen, Ward’s bldgs, Deansgate, Manchester 

Kilborn, Alfred, Northampton, Grocer, Jan 31 at 3.30 at office of Becke, Derngatg, 


Northampto' 
King, Joseph, I Doastborpe; Northampton, Baker. Feb 2 at 12 at office of Rutland and 
0, .Peterborou 

Lewis, Arthur Percy, Brixton rd, Solicitor’s Clerk. Feb 14 at 3 at office of Cooperani 
Co. Lincoln’s inn fields 

Lewis, Samuel, Porthcawl, Glamorgan, Grocer. Jan 30 at 12 at 23, Duke st, Cardiff 
Vaughan, Merthyr Tydfil 

Longland, William at a Leicester, Grocer. Feb 8 at 4 at office of Gee and Parr, Gl 
lowtree gate, Leices 

——_ Alfred, en Painter. Jan 27 at 11 at office of Evans and Davies, Wind 
st, Swansea 

MoCnan, Bern Bernard, Dewsbury, Fancy Goods Dealer. Feb 1 at11 at office of Shaw, Boni 
st, 

McGarry, Dosnis, Longton, Grocer. Jan 81 at 10 at office of Welch, Caroline st, Long: 
ton 

Marsden, William, Old Brampton, Derby, Farmer. Feb1 at 2 at office of Cowidell, 
Market pl, Chesterfield 
artin, George Frederick, Oxford st, Commission Agent. Feb 2 at 3 at office of TToowey, 
Orchard st, Portman sq 

Mayson, Thomas, Keswick, Cumberland, Printer. Feb 1 at 2 at Court bldgs, Keswick. 
Broatch and Hall, Keswick 

Mertling, Charles, Geean st, Bethnal Green, Baker. Feb 6 at 3 at office of Briant, Wit 
chester House, Old Broad st 

Moodie, John Gorrie, and Mendel Gumpert, Rotherhithe, Shipwrights. Feb 6 at 2ati, 


Mark lane. Sorrell, Tri Trinity sq, Tower 
Ogle, & Sarah Ann, Oxford, no occupation, Feb 7 at 12 at Lamb Hotel, High st, Walling: 


A ee Se a ee a Oo 


Hedges and Co, Wallingford 

Oe, Paget org <0 aaa Grocer. Jan 31 at 3 at Exchange Hotel, Nicholass 
urnley jurniey 

O’Boyle, Felix, Burnley, Enneashire, Tailor. Feb 1 at 1 at Royal Hotel, Sowerby bees 

Backhouse and Proctor, Burnley 
Pashler, Joseph, Pargrave, Nor Northampton, Baker, Feb 5 at 12.90 at White Hart Hold, 
aches, 
Pennell Neuxy Cksienaddlen, 9 agg n ter, Sloane st, of no occupation. Feb 9at oat 







TT, ae —— geod pietedeisl ok’ ck cv o¥n¥-¥.¥ .=. = 








Perkins, Charles, Hereford, Innkeeper. Jan 31 at 10,80 at office of Corner, High Tom, 
Pidgeon, Charles, Bedminster, Someset, Dairyman, Jan 30 at 2 at office of cits 
Walter, Watford, Hertford, Tent Proprietor. Feb 6 at 3 at M 
Province, Joseph, Bethnal Green rd, Licensed Victualler, Feb 5 at 2 at office of Layo 
and Co, Budge row 
Capes, James st, Harro 
Robgon, Charles, North Bhiclds, Northumberland, Merchant. Jan 31 at 3 at of 
Adamson, H hields 
olfe, Pishmenger. Feb 2 at 3 at office of Lake and Lake, King# 
naan son, ~ and Joseph Thackray, Halifax, Upholsterers, Feb 1 at 11 at TO" 
Rundell, William Joseph, Grove, Hammersmith, Clerk in Holy Orders, Jan 90 at i 
Ruse, William, Newmarket, Cambridge, 
Hotel, Newmarket, Fenn and Co, Mer 
ston, ‘Ludlow 
Bai “Gitthe, Se Maty ph Cu ide, ite, Cureserthen, Hotel Keeper, Feb 2 at 11 at ¢ 


office of Lomley 8 and Lumley. Conduit st, Bond st 
Broad st, Bristol 
Pope, asonic Hall, Wa 
d. Sedgwick an 
Pullan, William, Harrowgate, out of business, Feb 1 at 11.30 at office of Hirst sil 
wens 
Rolfe Henry, Wakefiel 
hall chmbrs, Halifax. Foster 
office of Wolferstan and Co Ironmonger lan 
‘ Carpen ter. Feb 2 at 12.90 at Rutland Ais 
‘ewmar 
Russell, br to Ludlow, Salop, Publican, feb 1 at 12/at 9, Corve st, Ludlow. 
PR. 8t probeaty? A 8 
ys Carmarth at Shepherd, Met, Fe York, Stuff Finishers, Jan 91 













ce oat filbek s and Co, Comm: ford 
shaw, Samuel, Stoc sola Protiane Merchant, Feb 2 at 8 at County 
ces, King Edward st, Macclesfield, , Macclesfield 
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ae, ‘ames Randall, Jubilee st, Commercial rd East, Carpenter. Feb 1 at 2 at | Franklin, William, Birmingham, Grocer. Feb 5 at 3 at offices of Jacques, Temple row, 
yen meng: Sta Birmingham 


wath James, Bacup, Lancaster, out of business. Jan 31 at 10 at 7, Market st, 
Bacup. ang? Bacup 
Smith, Mn vitingham, Joiner. Feb 2 at 1 at office of Browne, Church gate, 
et or FAR irton Blackburn, Lancaster. Feb 8 at 3 at Black Horse Hotel, 


ah, Brixton a , See Feb 5 at 3 at 145, Cheapside. Neave, Friday st 
David, Bardwell, Suffolk, Bootmaker. Feb 5 at 12 at office of Salmon, Bury St 


go dobar. engnenn, Carmarthen, Saddler. Jan 30 at 11 at office of Morris, Red 


lean, vont John Tongue, Swinethorpe, Lincoln, Farmers. Feb 6 at 2 at 
rag Newton and Wallis, Middlegate, Newark-upon-Trent 

Joon, Arthur, Earl Shilton, ~~ weve out of business. Feb3 at 2 at office of Oram 

ig | Co, New walk, Leiceste: 

Twitchett, William George, Whitmore rd, Hoxton, Coal Dealer. Jan 31 at 11 at office of 

McKay, Kingslandrd. Biggenden, Wellington rd, Holloway 


a 


eee, Pn acy Chnagaa Colt st, Limehouse, Cheesemonger. Feb5 at 2at offices of 


Gilson "John, S Binckburn, Lancaster, Shoemaker. Feb6at 2 at Spread Eagle Hotel, 
Corporation st, Manchester. Blackhouse, Blackburn 

Haller, part ig Kingston upon Hull, Leather Seller. Feb 7 at 12 at offices of Nichol- 
son, Scale lane, Kingston upon Hull 

ss Samuel, Leeds, Beerhouse Keeper. Feb 3 atl at office of Grisdale, Great 

Heald eo Carr Gate, near a York, Horse Dealer. Feb 2 at + at offices of 
Lake and Lake, King st, Wakefi 

Heath, William, Forest Hill or me he Com hap gee Feb 6 at 2 at offices of Gamble and 


ey, Gresham bldgs, Basin: asingnel 
— so Moss, Leicester, ~ B Feb 12 at 3 at offices of Hincks, Bowling 
reen st, Leicester 
ag me Rimes a upon Hull, Keel Owner. Feb 3 at 10 at offices of Lake and 
@, st, W: 
: ncis, Newton Abbot, Devon, Catholic Priest. Feb 5 at 12 at Magor’s 


Higgins, John 
cial Hotel, Newton Abbott, Yaetotale and Hext, Torquay 





Vaughan, George, Handsworth, Stafford, Builder. Feb7 at 12 ct office of 8 Ss and 
Bradbury, Temple row, ham 
‘adhams, Michael Carter, Twyford, Berks, Plumber. Feb 2 at3 at office of Tidy and 
, Sickville st, Picoadilly 
, John, South Bank, York, a0, gua Feb 1 at at3 office of Bainbridge and 
Vike, Albert rd, Middles 
Westmore, Hp James, Milkw r, Loughborough Junction, Butcher. Jan 29 at 3 
at office of Cooper, Lincoln’s inn fields 
, Frederick Joseph, Greta Works, Hutton grove, North Finchley, Builder. 
Jan 30 at 2at office of Price, John st, ‘ord row 


Williams, ae Llanelly, Carmarthen, Surgeon, Feb 2 at at 11 office of Howell, 
i Cheapside. Trimming Warehouseman. Feb 14 at3 at 

——. Billi 

Wi Isaac, Henl ae in a Avden, Warwick, Farmer. Feb 1 at 12 at office of Price and 
Co, Paradise st, B een 

Withers, Stephen, Cheapside, Tailor, Feb 1 at 3 at Guildhall Tavern, Gresham st. 

n, Ironmonger lane 

Wood, Felix, Fesbarch: st, Timber Merchant. Jan 31 at 3 at office of James, Quality 
crt, Chancery } aur 

Wright, Richard Borrows, Warrington, Tancaster, Grocer. Jan 31 at 11 at office of 
Redgway and Worsley, Cairo st, Warrington 


Young, Thomas, Croydon, Surrey, Solicitor. Feb 8 at3 at Kennan’s Hotel, Crown ert, 
Cheapside 


Tvurspay, Jan. 23, 1883. 
Allison, sont, York, Journeyman Tailor, Feb 7 at 1 at office of Wilkinson. St Helen’s 


aq, Yo 

Aobeic, John, and Charles Alcock, Upper Boddington, Northampton, Farmers, Feb 
6 at3 at office of Wood, Southam 

Badeock, Benjamin, Hungerford rd, Camden rd, Draper. Feb 8 at 3 at office of Foreman, 


st. Parnell, Fenchurch ‘ st 
eee Plymouth, Devon, Builder. Feb 5 at12 at office of Phillips, Frank. 
Feb 13 atlat Queen’s 


ve og mouth 
Banks, William Henry, Llanover Upper, Monmouth, Grocer. 
Hotel, Newport. Watkins, Pontypool 
Barlow, Samuel, Radcliffe, nr so ea Bleacher. Feb 12 at 3 at Mitre Hotel, 
Cathedral gate. Hanchett, Mancheste 
Barnden, Samuel, Walton on the Naze, ais Builder. Feb 12 at 12 at Marine Hotel, 
Walton 'on the Naze. Dicker, South st, Finsbury 
Bitton, Jacob, Isaac Aboab, and Isagar Danan, Bury ct, St ef Axe, Merchants, Feb 
12 at 2 at office of Ashdown, Geesham st, Le Voi, Lombard s! 
pg Perec Walter, Rainham, Kent, Confectioner. Feb 6 = 11 at Sun Hotel, High 
Stallon, Sheerness 
, James, a on Hull, Fish and Game Dealer. Jan 31 at 3 at office of 
m, Cogan chbrs, Bowlalley lane, Kingston on Hull 
Se Semen, Gt Quebec st, Harness Maker. Feb 9 at 2 at office of Jameson, 
m bldgs, Gray’s inn 


John, Beeston, Nottingham, Builder. Feb 7 at 3 at Milton’s Head Hotel, Milton 
gham. Williams, Nottingham 
Feb 9 at 3 at office of Briggs, Amen 


‘lg George, Derby, Hop Merchant, 

Batterworth, ean, Stansfield, York, Innkee Feb 8 at 11 at office of Sager and 

famm, Tcdmo per. age 
, James, and William Spurr, Birstall, York, Ironfounders, Feb 7 at 11 at Law 

Albion pl, Leeds 

Daca vilien Robert, Paignton, Devon, Tailor, Feb 5 at 11 at office of Southcott, 
ice st, Bedford , Exeter, Ward, Exeter 

wa tian Robert, Walworth rd, Fishmonger. Jan 29 at 3 at office of Vernede, 


Canal Ric Park ee, Poses Ay Marylebone, Master Baker. Jan 30 at 2 at 
eymou' ortlan 
omen a, atid, Manchester, Milliner, Feb 7 at 3 at office of Barrow and Smith, Man- 


h 


» Charles, and Edward Algernon Hall, L Feb 8 at 2 at 
of ag and Co, Old Jewry chmbrs 
illiam, Preston, Sussex, Farmer. Feb6 at 3 at the offices of Nye, North st, 


» peeene, Bradford, York, Woolstapler. Feb 6 at 11 at offices of Wilkinson, 


01 
‘ as, Wheeler st, Spitalfields, Licensed Victualler. Feb 3at12 at the Old 
Praheeed, st. Hicks, Victoria spore rd 
‘eb 5 at 3.30 at offices ef Todd and 


sion, West Hart! Hartlepool, D Dechems, oiner. 
; Church Kg he 
oad 


d st, Merch 





rx 


ratford, pag pet aker. Feb 12 at 2 at offices of Warde, Chan- 


Mens, Lewis George, Lancaster, Builder. Feb 9 at 3at 1, Colne lane, Colne. Sut- 

i, Bisa, Birmingham. Beer Retailer. Feb 2 at 11 at offices at Ansell, Waterloo 
Mn ha, i maekbern, Lancaster, Grocer. Feb 6 at 3 at offices of Withers, 
is John, Piccadilly, Hosier. Feb 8 at 3 at the offices of Josolyne and Co, King st, 


Watkins and Co, Sackville st 
parent, 3 Boot and Shoe Maker. Feb 5at 3 at offices of Lodge and 
» Henry, Askern, York, Grocer. Feb 14 at 3.at offices of Hall, Barstow sq, Wake- 
— Darley Denes’ Derby, Farmer. Feb7 at 3 at Temperance Hotel, Corn 


ey cane Soha Kf Clerkenwell, Grocer. Feb 1 at 2at offices of Henry, 


ne 


Te 


mival’s inn, a Holbo 
William, Manchester Dra: Zeb A at 3 me 8 #0 Spread Eagle Hotel, Corporation 
ter, Entwistle and ol 
Carhampton near bam Somerset, General Shop Keeper. Feb 6 


Hoeffiler, Martin, Averil st, Fulham, out of business. Feb 5 at3 at offices of Hanson, 
King st, Chea copeide. Bigge enden 
Hollizs, Richard, Albion mews West, Job Master, Feb 13 at 2.30 at offices of Smith, 
Great St Helens, Crosby sq 
Howe, Thomas, Aylsham, Nerfolk, Baker. Feb 7 at 3 at offices of Gidney, Aylsham 
Temes, Richard, Newent, Gloucester, Builder. Feb 6 at 3 at offices of Price, High st, 
ewent 
Jones, Griffith, Carnarvon, Coal Dealer. Feb 6 at 3 at offices of Jones, High st, 
arnarvon 
oom, ponee, 3 Merton rd, Wandsworth, Bricklayer. Feb 10 at 1 at 62, Chancery lane. 
ars 
Jones, John Wilson, Queen’s rd, Broadway, Turnham green, Draper. Feb 3 at 3 at 
offices of Herington, South sq, Gray’s 
Jones, Joshua, Scarborough, Painter. Feb 2at 11 at offices of Shirley and Co, Huntriss 
row, Scarborough 
Kelsall, Frederick, Hanley, Stafford, Beerseller. Jan 31 at 11 at offices of Ashmall, 
Albion st, Hanley 
Kingston, Henry, Finsbury pavement, Licensed Victualler. Feb 6 at 3 at office of 


Swain, Old Jewry 

Kirk, John, Carlton, ur Yeadon, York, Farmer. Feb 5 at 2 at office of Pullan, Albion 
st, Leeds 

Koch, Alphonso, Newcastle upon 7, Licensed Victualler. Jan 30 at 2 at office of 
Sewell, Grey st, Newcastle upon T 

Kyuoch, Alexander, en Haxby lane, York, Platelayer. Feb 2 at 11 at office of 
‘Anderson and Lythe, Stonegate, Y: 

Landsverk, Ole Christensen, and Srennane, Christensen Landsverk, West Hartle- 
pool, Durham, Ship Chandlers. Feb7 at 3 at office of Botterell and Roche, West 

unniside, Sunderlan d 

Law, Charles, —. York, Spring Knife Cutler. Jan 31 at 3 at office of Unwin, 
Queen st, Sheffield 

Lawton, James, Silverdale, Stafford, Miner. Feb 5 at 11 at office of Turner, Bagnall st, 
Newcastle under Lyme 

Lind, Jane Portia, sais Wells, Kent. Feb 2 at 2 at office of Peerless and Beech- 
ing, Tunbri Wells 

, Mason, anchester, Commission Agent. Feb 13 at3 at office of Evans, St 

George’ 8 chbrs, Albert sq, Manchester 

Mawson, Isaac, and Thomas Mawson, Samoan, Stonemasons. Feb 6 at 11 at office of 

Holden and Whelon, Church st, Lancas' 

Mills, Bosville John, and William Harvie. Nicholls sq, Tie and Brace Manufacturers. 

Feb 6|at 2 at Cannon st Hotel, Cannon st. Houghtons and Byfield, Gracechurch 

st 


Mitchell, Benjamin, jun, Penton pl, Kennington Park rd, Coal Merchant. Feb 2 at 3 


at Masons’ Hall Tavern, hall st. Bell, New Bridge st 
Morrell, John Joseph, Kidderminster, Cab Cabinet Maker. Feb 8 at 11 at office of Couch- 
man and Co, Swan st, 


Morris, Charles, peter arpa, penta, Fb 1 15 pes 3 on office of Holloway, Ball’s Pond rd, 
Islington. Fentons asd Phil 
Nichols, Williams, Tredegar, Gounr. vy 5 i 12 a2 at office of Dauncey, Commercial st, 


onig Gbarles Englehardt, Long lane, West Smithfield, Merchant. Feb 2 at 3 at Mullens 
bidgs, Leadenhall 


se . apne lane. Hare, Metal Exchange avenue, Grace- 

church st 

Ormerod, Richard, —— Lancaster, Brewer. Feb 8 at 3 at office of May and 
Parry, c st, B 


he ,/Jonas, Crick, —— Innkeeper. Feb 5 at 2 at office of Gledhill, North st, 
ugh; 


; William, Rock Paty, Chester, Grocer. Feb 6 at 2 at office of Hannan and Pugh, 
Duncan st, Birkenhea 
—— John, _Newenste-apon Tyne, Grocer. Feb 6 at 11 at office of Bird, Grey st, New- 
castle- 
Peavey, Chere Chariot, Cheltenham, out of business. Feb 6 at 11 at office of Clark, Regent 
st, Ch 
Pearson, Richard, Scaaborough, Lodging house keeper. Feb3at1at Station Hotel, 
York. Hart, Scarboro’ ugh 
Percy, William, Bishop’s rd, oe = Heath, Butcher. Feb 3 at 2 at Masons’ Hall 
Tavern, Basinghall st. Ho} kins, W: 
Pitman, John, mdhurst, Kent, Licensed *Viotuale. Feb 2 at 4 at 30, Mount Plea- 
sant, Tanbri Wells, Buss, Tunbridge 
Pogose, Peter Nicholas Thaddeus, Rosetord = ‘Shepherd's Bush, Mao Jan 30 at 3 at 
office of Lindsay, Queen Victoria st. aterhouse, Queen Victoria 
Polkinhorn, Edward Lovey, Perran- ar Wosthal Cornwall, Woollen 3 ASS Feb 
5 at 11 at office of Paige and Co, West end, Redruth 
Price, Alice, Ross, Hereford, Innkeeper. Feb 5 at 11 at office of Rootes and Wintle, 
Bank Offices, Ross. Piddocke, Ross 
Redihalgh, Thomas, Leeds, Hat Manufacturer. Feb 5 at 3 at office of Harland, South 


parade, 
Robinson, Watson, Halifax, Upholsterer, Feb 1 at 12 at office of Foster and Co, 
Townhall chmbrs, Halifax 

Robinson, William, Blackburn, Lancaster, Grocer. Feb 2 at 11 at office of Eli and 


Haworth, Lord st Wi Blackburn 
— John, Crewe, Chester, Grocer, Feb 6 at 11 at office of Hill, Market st, 
rewe 


Russell, Maurice, a Market, Southwark, Potato Salesman. Feb 8 at 12 at office 

of Lawrance and Co, Old Jewry chbrs 

Scales, Thomas Richard, Greenwich, Kent, Builder. Feb 5 at 3 at office of Scard, 
Blackheath rd, Greenwich 

Sessions, Charles Ashby, Charlbury, Oxford, Brewer. Feb 13 at 12.30 at office of Ward 

Broad st, Oxford 

Simmons, Edwin, and Alfred Simmons, Lee ‘green, Kent, Tailors. Feb 13 at 3 at the 

Guildhall Tavern, Gresham st, Tucker, Lee 

Simpson, Thomas, Hanley, Stafford, Potter’s Manager. Feb 10 at 10 at office of Ash- 

mall, Albion st, Hanley 

Smith, Esau As Aston juxta Birmingham, Builder. Feb 6 at 11 at office of Taylor, Colmore 

row, Birmin 

bg oe Frodonck, ¢ Chelmsford, Carter. Feb 6 at 11 at office of Sutthery, Crane crt. 
elm: 





Hotel, Taunton, Ponsford and Joyce, Bardon, near Taunton 


— aoe Hons Manchester, Machinist, Feb 7 at 3 at office of Sale and Co, 
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Smith, Jeremiah Francis, Brede, Sussex, out of business, Jan 31 at 12 at office of 


Sheppard, Battle 


Stuart, Mary, Carlisle. Feb 5 at 3 at office of Wannop, Scotch st, Carlisle 
Feb 2 at 11 at office of Longbottom, Carl- 


Feb 2 at 2.30 at office of Lumb, 


Sutcliffe, Certs, Halifax, out of business. 
ton st, Halifax 

Sutcliffe, James, Liverpool, Licensed Victualler. 
Imperial chmbrs, Dale st, Liverpool 


Srms, William George, Charles Pattison Winterton, and Charles Benham, Castle st, 
Holborn, Timber Merchants, Feb 15at 2 at office of Lewis, Ely pl, Holborn 
Feb 1 at 12.30 at office of Foster and Co, 


Thackray, Joseph, Halifax, Upholsterer. 
Townhall chmbrs 

Thirkettle, George, Norwich, Confectioner. 
Horse st, Nerwich 

Thompson, Reuben, Leeds, Builder. 


Thompson, William Errington, South Shields, Grocer. Feb 9 at 11 at office of Hedwith, 


King st, South Shields 


Tracey, John, Ombersley, Worcester, Farmer. Feb 7 at 3 at office of Jacques, Temple 
Feb 8 at 12 at office of Cross, Derby 


row, Birmingham 
beg Peter, Prescot, Lancaster, Brass Founder. 
st, Prescot 


Vatghan, Edward, Llanrhaid-yn-Mochnant, Denbigh, Blacksmith. Feb 6at 12.30 ata 
Feb 6 at 3 at offices of Sutcliffe, 


offies of Pughe, Llanfylin 
Vercoe, William Henry, Burnley, Lancaster, Painter. 
Nicholas st, Burnley 


Watson, Robert Prosper, Cardiff, Glamorgan, Watchmaker. 


Hotel, Birmingham 


Wilday, Charles ‘Harry Littleton, Castle st, Holborn, Lithographer. 


of Godden, New inn, Strand 
Whittaker, Ji a Manchester, Wine Retailer. 
st, Manchest 


Willett, jaa | jun, Crewe, Chester, Haberdasher. Feb 6 at 11 at Royal Hotel, Crewe. 
Feb 6 at 10 at office of Addison, Guildhall 


Poirton, Crewe 
Ww bs Thomas, Portsea, Hants, Builder. 
, Pembroke rd, Portsmouth 
Wright, William, Birmingham, Fruiterers’ Manager, 
Colmore row, Birminghi am 


Feb 2 at 2 at office of Emerson, Rampant | 
Feb 8at2 at office of Wigan, Albion street, 


Feb 5 at 3 at office of Rycroft, Brown 


Jan 31 at 12 at offica of Parry, 


28s. ; 
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Feb 2 at 12 at Midland | Csses or THE WaEK— 


Feb 8 at 10 at office Ex parte Thomas 
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> 
SCHWEITZER’S COCOATINA, 
Arti-Dyspeptic Cocoa or Chocolate Powder. __ 

Guaranteed Pure Soluble Cocoa of the Finest Quality, 
with the excess of fat extracted. 

The Faculty pronounce it “the most nutritious, per- 
fectly digestible beverage for Breakfast, Luncheon, or 
Supper, and invaluable for Invalids and Children. 

Highly commended by the entire Medical Press, 

Being without sugar, spice, or other admixture, it suits 
all palates, keeps better in all climates, and is four times 
the strength of cocoas THICKENED yet WEAKENED with 
starch, &c., and In REALITY CHEAPER than such Mixtures. 

Made instantaneously with boiling water, a teaspoonful 
to a Breakfast Cup, costing less than a halfpenny. 

Cocoatina a La VANILLE is the most delicate, digestible, 
cheapest Manilla Chocolate, and may be taken when 
richer chocolate is prohibited. 

In tin packets at Is. 6d., 3s., 5s. 6d., &c., by Chemists 


and eeems. 
Chariti pecial Terms by the Sole Proprietors, 
H. SCHWEITZER & < & CO 10, Adam-street, London, W.C. 


ESTABLISHED 1825. 


HEWETSON, THEXTON, & PEART, 


MANUFACTURERS AND HOUSE FURNISHERS, 


200, 203, and 204, TOTTENHAM COURT ROAD, W. 
Estimates and Designs submitted free for entirely Fur- 

nishing Residences, Chambers, Offices, &c. 

—PAINTING, DECORATING, & HOUSE REPAIRS.— 


Carved Oak Furniture, Reproductions from Ancient 
Designs, &c. Bedroom mgs including Bedstead and 
Bedaing, —_ £7 10s. per 

HIRTY LARGE SH "SHOW ROOMS. 


HEWETSON, THEXTON, & PEART, 


203, and 204, Tottenham Court-road, London, W. 
an B.—Household Furniture Warehoused or Removed 
on reasonable terms 





W ANTED, by a Solicitor, Employment in 

provincial Law Office, where knowledge of County 
Court Practice can be obtained. Would assist in any 
other office work. Moderate salary.—Address, E. P., 
Bransford Court, near Worcester. 





This day is published. 


THE INSTITUTES 
THE LAW OF NATIONS. 


A TREaTIsZ OF THE JuRAL RELATIONS OF SEPARATE 
Poirica CoMMUNITIES. 


By JAMES LORIMER, LL.D., 


Advocate, Regius Professor of Public Law and of the Law 
of Nature and Nations in the University of Edinburgh, 
Member of the Institute of International Law, 
and Corresponding Member of the Academy 

of Jurieprodenee of Madrid, &c. 


In Two Volumes, Octavo. 
Votvme I. Now ready. Price 16s. 











WittuM Biacxkwoop & Sons, Edinburgh and London. 
i. a price i. 
ARY ON 

| ILLS of EXCHANGE ACT, 1882. By 
W. D. THORBURN, Advocate. Consisting of In- 
troduction, ny Notes, Appendix containing Acts 
relating to Bi lis, Cheques, and Notes; aleo, Forms, &c., 

= Co - Index. 
ELL RADFUTE, Edinburgh; Witt1am Maxwett & 

Sox, 8, Bell- yard, Temple Bar, London, 





Price 2s. 6d. 
EWTON’S PATENT LAW and PRAC- 


TICE.—En Edition. Defining Patentable 
and Non- ——— vention and the ater of Speci- 
——— and C! ; showing the mode of obtaining and 
Granta D Disclaimers, Confirmations, and Exten- 
#10D8 Patents, and giving all information necessa 

oa @ Solicitor to advise bis Clients, By A. yy A.V. 
“It is a most useful R. E. Webster, i 
London: TRUBNER it nO, 87 Br and 59, Lad gatb oil Si 


Niwton & £on, the office ‘for 3 Patents, €6, Chancery-lane. 














ETTS’ INTEREST TIME TABLES is 

the only book which shows at a glance the exact 

number of days between any two in any part of the year. 
Ressia, 18s., calf, 15s., cloth, 10s, 


YLIE’S DIVIDEND ard INVEST- 
MENT TABLES, showing the returns yielded 

by stock from £120 to £1, at 48 rates, from 4to6 per cent., 
and other imnortant tables. Cloth, 5s, A valuable book 


Lztts (Limitep), London Bridge, E.C. 


Just published, 8vo, 15s. 
AW, PRACTICE, and PROCEDURE in 
DIVORCE and other MATRIMONIAL CAUSES. 
Lo JOHN DIXON, B.A., LL.M. (Cantab), Barrister- 
at-Law. 
Rexrves & Turner, Law Booksellers, 100, Chancery-lane, 
London, W.C. 





| for investors. 








WEDNESDAY NEXT. 

Freehold and Leasehold Ground Rents, in large and small 
lots, offering an unusually advantageous ORs los 
to Trustees, Capitalists, and Investors (many of the lots, 
being £7 and £8 capitalioes) are unsurpassed as in- 
oR M itt TA} capital 


Mé AR is jevouesd with instruc- 
Alaa os ee by AUCTION, at the MART, 
Tokenhouse- yard, on on WEDEREDAY NEXT, the Sist, at 
TWO o'clock a the valuable FREE- 
HOLD and L ASEHOLD D GROUND RENTS, , arene 
to upwards of £400 per annum, amply secured, an 

arising out of 66 well-built private residences, situate in 
St. John’s-road, ro-road, Miranda-road, Hunger- 
ford-road, and "Beacon-hill -road, Holloway, the rentals 
varying from £40 to £70 = annum per house. 

* Particulars and — ps of sale may be had at the 
Mart; of Messrs. C. & S. Harrison [& Solicitors, 19, 
Bedford-row, W.C.; and of Mr. Millar, “Auctioneer ‘and 
Surveyor, 8, Wellington-road, ad, St. senate meet, and 14, 
Grafton-street, Bond-street, Piccadilly, W 


To B's Com id Owners of Buil Land, 
BIOHARD J. age 


COLLIER begs to an- 
gue that his SALES for the endin; 

December 

was for BUILDING 


31, 1882, smount to £104,826, of which £54, 
G PLOTS sold on the nine years’ 
oe Mr. Collier confidently recommends the 
— : of the ad means of 
e! 


nine 
of Buildin, 





iven on application at his Offices 
of Finsbury-pavement, E.C, y 





EDE AND SON, 


ROBE » DER - MLA 


BY SPECIAL APPOINTMENT, 


To Her Majesty, the Lord Chancellor, the Whole ¢ 


The Subscription to the Soticrrors’ JournaL is—Town, 268. ; Oc 0 

with the Wrexty Reporter, 528. 
Double Numbers and Postage. 
bound at the office—cloth, 2s. 6d., half law cal/, 5s. 6d. 


All letters intended for publication in the “ Solicitors’ Journal” 
authenticated by the name of the writer. 


Payment in advance inely 


Re Pilling’s Trusts *-+e co-sserengy 
poration 


Judicial Bench, Corporation of London &¢, 

be? 

SOLICITORS’ AND REGISTRARS’ GC N 
BARRISTERS’ AND QUEEN'S COUNSEL'S D! ne 


CORPORATION ROBES, UNIVERSITY & CLERGY 
ESTABLISHED 1699, 


94, CHANCERY LANE, LONDO! 





In the Be i Court of Justice, Chancery Div 


Barnardiston: Almack y. Mirams.—Vaiuable J 


sions. 


ESSRS. EDWIN FOX & BOUS 
will SELL, at the MART, on WED 
FEBRUARY 7, at TWO o'clock recisely, 
the valuable ABSOLUTE 4 
FOURTH PART or SHARE of a SUM of 
SOLS, equal to £1,250 Consols ; also the Rts 
sion to 
£41,058 9s. 9d. Reduced £3 “ Cent Annu 
£3,421 10s, 10d. Reduced £3 per Cent Annu 
standing i in the names of highly responsible tru 
receivable on the death of a gentleman now in 
year, and of a lady now in her 45th year. 
Particulars at the Mart ; of Messrs. Han! 
& Whitting, Solicitors, 62, New Broad-s 
Mr, Edw: came New-inn, Strand ; ae 
Edwin Fox & Bc 99, Gr -street, Dank, 








HYDE PARK. 
Capital Family Residence. With possess! 


ESSE. EDWIN FOX & BOUSE 
1 SELL, at the MART, on WEDWN! 
FEBRUA R RY 21, at TWO o'clock, a long LEAS 
Soe al ae teen eee 
g sand the oning Age 
as No. 37, Clanrica ens, leading out ort b 
road, nearly opposite Palace- gardens. It is subst 
built, conveniently arranged, and contains nine bt 
bath room, three reception rooms, and — k 
At present in hand, but of the estimated val 
annum. Held for a term of about 90 years, = ry 
rent of £25 per annum. on On Co! 
Particulars may be had at the Mart; of ty 
Minchin, Solicitors, 123 and 124, Newg rect, 
Metal | ee ey nee E.C.; and of 
Fox & Bousfield, 99, Gres osham-stroet, Bank, EO, “ 


ESSRS. DEBENHAM, 
FARMER, & BRIDGEWATER 
ESTATES and HOUSES to be SOL! 
Landed , Town Country Residences 
and Shooting Quarters, Font, Ground He 
Ch: Property and Invesmnam cer 











ete 8 to. 


ne-Kighth Part of Two-Thirds of a i 








